
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 104th

 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

H10045

House of Representatives
Vol. 142 WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1996 No. 120

The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Breathe upon us, O God, the breath of
life, speak to us in the depths of our
hearts, look upon us with favor, hold us
in Your strong arm and at the end of
time, grant us Your peace that passes
all human understanding. We place
these petitions before You, gracious
God, for You have been our help in ages
past and You are our hope for years to
come. As You have given us our very
lives, so You give us the blessings that
make each day possible and make each
opportunity an occasion for serving
others in their need. In Your name, we
pray. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs.
SEASTRAND] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. SEASTRAND led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 740. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the United States Court of Federal Claims

with respect to land claims of Pueblo of
Isleta Indian Tribe.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3060. An act to implement the Proto-
col on Environmental Protection to the Ant-
arctic Treaty.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain ten 1-minutes on each side.

f

TROUBLE IN IRAQ

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, the trouble
in Iraq was in the north, so we shot
missiles in the south, 27 the first day,
17 the next day, then 1. A missile a day
is not going to keep Saddam away. We
know that we must and we do support
the President’s military action. He is
the Commander in Chief and in times
of this type of international crisis, we
must remain united as a people and as
a Congress, reflecting the wishes of our
people.

But, Mr. Speaker, we also need to
have the White House explain fully the
long range goals and targets of this
military action so that the American
people will know that they do not have
to face the prospect of another missile
attack or another reaction by Saddam
or a reaction to that action by our
Armed Forces. What is the overall final
policy envisioned by the White House?
We need to know that so that we can
support it as Congress should, and so
that the American people will know
what to support.

THE DOLE-GINGRICH TAX PLAN

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the folks who brought us the Govern-
ment shutdown are back at it. Cut
taxes on the rich, they say, and cut
Medicare and student loans to pay for
it. The Dole-Gingrich tax plan, some
$600 billion in tax breaks mostly for
the rich, will mean ever bigger cuts in
Medicare, ever bigger cuts in student
loans, ever bigger cuts in environ-
mental protection than the original
Gingrich plan.

The Gingrich-Dole plan will mean
fewer Medicare services and fewer stu-
dent loans. The Gingrich-Dole plan will
mean higher Medicare premiums, high-
er Medicare copayments, higher Medi-
care deductibles, and higher costs for
middle-class students getting student
loans.

The Dole-Gingrich plan will mean
Medicare beneficiaries who are now
paying about $46 a month in premiums
will see their premiums approaching
$100 a month.

Mr. Speaker, not cuts in Medicare
and student loans to pay for tax breaks
for the wealthy. It simply does not
make sense.
f

DEMOCRATS HOOKED ON
SPENDING

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, the
liberal Democrat leadership will be
holding mock hearings today for the
sole purpose of criticizing the Repub-
lican plan to cut taxes by 15 percent.

Liberal Democrats just can’t stand
the idea of Americans keeping what
they earn. For some reason, they love
big government; they love spending bil-
lions and trillions of hard-earned tax
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dollars on Washington-based bureauc-
racy.

Today at their hearing, liberal Demo-
crats will bring the old arguments that
Republicans want to slash programs to
the elderly to pay for tax breaks for
the rich. But these arguments have
been thoroughly rejected by the Amer-
ican people. Congress has proven that
we can have substantial tax relief
while saving sensitive programs, like
Medicare, from bankruptcy.

The difference here is that Repub-
licans trust the American people. Fam-
ilies should have the freedom to do
what they want with their own money.
Liberal Democrats love big govern-
ment and they love the big taxes need-
ed to run it.
f

BOB DOLE’S ECONOMIC PLAN
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, Bob
Dole’s economic plan does spell disas-
ter for the millions of Americans who
depend on Medicare. His proposal for a
close to $600 billion tax cut could result
in $300 billion in Medicare cuts. That is
not my number, that is the Congres-
sional Budget Office which is con-
trolled by the Republicans. It calls the
cuts draconian. They say that Medi-
care beneficiaries would probably find
their own costs rising substantially,
that is a direct quote, if $300 billion in
Medicare cuts were required. Mr. Dole
says he plans to pay for this tax cut by
closing corporate loopholes.

Get a hold of the New York Times
this morning where this is the follow-
ing quote from the New York Times:

During Mr. Dole’s 27 years in the Senate,
he has proved himself to be a master at engi-
neering the very sorts of special tax breaks
for constituents and corporations that he
now decries. And recipients of those breaks
in turn have been among Mr. Dole’s most
generous contributors.

Let me say this to you, that he was
also very proud that he voted against
Medicare, 1 of 12 to do that. Who do
you trust to deal with the Medicare
system, Mr. Dole or the Democrats who
have stood here to defend Medicare
every single day for the last 20 months
against the Republican onslaught?
f

TEENAGE DRUG USE
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, here
is a headline from the Greenville News
out of South Carolina, 2 weeks ago:
‘‘Twice as Many Teens Using Drugs as
in 1992.’’

Mr. Speaker, why do we have this
headline? Why is it teen drug use has
exploded? There are probably many
plausible theories, but I think the most
important is the attitudes of those in
positions of authority. In the 1980’s, the
Reagan administration told young peo-
ple to just say no.

But in 1993, when Bill Clinton first
took over as President, he slashed the
budget of the Office of National Drug
Policy. Then, his administration hired
about 40 staffers who had to be placed
in a special drug program because they
admitted to using hard drugs such as
crack cocaine only a few months before
going to the White House.

Mr. Speaker, when we have an ad-
ministration that takes a casual view
of adult drug use, its no wonder we
have headlines like this.

f

IRS AUDIT OF COLLEGE COURSE

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve it is time for Members of this
House to stand up to intimidation. A
letter has been sent from the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
Mr. ARCHER, to the Commissioner of
the Internal Revenue Service, Ms.
Richardson, intimating that she should
not continue with the audit of the two
courses that were given in Georgia on
which the Speaker was a party. They
were at the Reinhardt College and the
Keenesaw State University.

These audits that are ongoing are le-
gitimate audits of a not-for-profit
foundation that was possibly used for
political purposes. Yet Mr. ARCHER has
written to the Commissioner asking
her not to continue with the audits.
That is intimidation. Never, I have
been here 20 years, I have never known
a chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means ever try to intimidate an
IRS commissioner.

f

ANOTHER VIEW ON IRS AUDIT

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman who just spoke referring to the
IRS audit of the course did not point
out that this may be the only college
course given for credit that has been
audited in the history of this country.
I wonder why. The IRS is also auditing
the Christian Coalition, the National
Rifle Association, and Pat Robertson. I
wonder if they are auditing the AFL–
CIO.

This is perhaps the most biased, the
most tendentious, the most politically
active IRS in the history of this coun-
try. And the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means has a right to
ask for an explanation. He did not
order anyone to stop. He asked for an
explanation. It is time that they ex-
plain their political activity.

f

MORE ON THE IRS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
IRS. Murderers, terrorists, rapists,
child abusers, even traffic violators are
also innocent until proven guilty. It
had been good enough for Madison, Jef-
ferson, Washington, good enough for
everyone except the Internal Revenue
Service. The Internal Revenue Service
says taxpayers should remain guilty
and have to prove themselves innocent
in tax court. And they said, Congress,
if you change the burden of proof law it
will cost us billions of dollars. Unbe-
lievable, Congress.

Could you imagine Madison saying to
Jefferson, discussing the Bill of Rights,
Tom, this is great stuff but it costs too
much? Beam me up. You want to talk
about family values. The IRS, NEWT
GINGRICH, picking on political targets.

Congress, put this thing in order. It
is time to change the law. A taxpayer
is a citizen, too. They should be inno-
cent until proven guilty. Bring your
damn case or do not bring it right.
Think about that. I am asking Con-
gress to change the burden of proof in
a tax case and start treating taxpayers
like American citizens. I yield back the
balance of these laws.
f

REPORT ON TEENAGE DRUG USE
(Mrs. CHENOWETH asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, 2
weeks ago, the Department of Health
and Human Services released a shock-
ing report on teenage drug use. Here
are some of the findings: Overall drug
use for 12- to 17-year-olds, from 1992 to
1995 is up 78 percent; marijuana use up
105 percent in the same age group dur-
ing the same period; marijuana use, in
just the last year: up 37 percent; LSD
use, 1992–95: up 183 percent; LSD use in
just the last year: up 54 percent; co-
caine use, 1994–95: up 166 percent. In
just 1 year.

It used to be that the White House
encouraged our young people to just
say no. Today, the White House just
says nothing about this explosion of
teenage drug use.

The Clinton war against drugs has
been a failed war against drugs. And
now we see the consequences.
f

BACK TO SCHOOL
(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, in my
home State of California, which is
being called the epicenter of the school
enrollment explosion, 5.5 million stu-
dents are returning to school this
week, 100,000 more than last year. Na-
tionwide enrollment is expected to rise
by 7 percent over the next 6 years. In-
stead of responding to this crisis, the
majority, however, is contributing to it
by proposing tax cuts on the rich while
voting to cut education spending by 7
percent, 7 percent below 1995 levels.
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President Clinton, on the other hand,

and the Democrats want to help our
schools, help our schools prepare for
the future by ensuring that every child
enters the classroom ready to learn, by
training more teachers and raising
learning standards through Goals 2000,
by expanding the use of technology in
our classroom and by making college
more affordable.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to make edu-
cation our No. 1 priority and ensure
that every student enters the class-
room ready to learn and has the oppor-
tunity.
f

DRUG USE AMONG TEENS

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I looked at
this survey that has been completed by
HHS about drug use among teenagers. I
do not get it. I am confused about why.

Here we have got overall drug use
that has doubled in the last 4 years.
Remember that after there was a sub-
stantial decline, Mr. Speaker, during
the 1980’s and the early 1990’s, in the
past 4 years overall drug use has nearly
doubled. Marijuana use is up 105 per-
cent. LSD is up 183 percent. Cocaine is
up 166 percent. Inquiring minds wants
to know why.

b 1015

Why, Mr. Speaker, what has
changed? What has happened? What
can we look to? What is the expla-
nation?

Mr. Speaker, I was the first invitee
at a townhall meeting for the homeless
in Cleveland about a week ago, and I
asked those people what is the No. 1
problem that got them to this situa-
tion that they find themselves in, and
they said drugs.
f

WE NEED THE TRUTH ABOUT TAX
CUTS

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I think the question should be
asked this morning as we move into
this process where the American people
will make choices: ‘‘What does a 15-per-
cent tax cut do for you or for those
Americans who are looking for a better
life?’’

We do not need political rhetoric. We
do not need confusion. We need the
truth.

It is interesting that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle want to
now use the straw man of teenage drug
use, something that all of us abhor,
something that is necessary to prevent,
when they are the very ones asking for
almost a $600 billion tax cut that bene-
fits those making over $100,000 so that,
one, we can cut the drug-free schools
program. As a member of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, that is what they

cut, cut the DARE Program that en-
hances and gives our children the in-
centive not to take drugs.

Mr. Speaker, I believe in prevention,
but a tax cut does nothing but to scare
seniors by causing a $300 billion cut in
Medicare, it cuts the environment and,
likewise, it cuts our opportunities for
education.

Let us tell the truth. This 15 percent
across the board has no basis in fact.
There is no way to tell how it can be
done. There is no way to say that it
will improve your life. Please realize
what the truth is. Fight against those
tax cuts and let us educate our chil-
dren.
f

SET AN EXAMPLE ON DRUG
TESTING

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues know, back in the early
1980’s Ronald Reagan, at my urging, en-
acted random drug testing on the mili-
tary. At that time over 25 percent of
our active military were using drugs in
one form or another. Once we put ran-
dom drug testing into effect, within 4
years it had dropped from 25 percent
down to 4 percent.

What is happening in America today
is so frightening with 12- and 13-year-
olds using marijuana and a 137-percent
increase, 14- and 15-year-olds now in-
creasing by 200 percent. Something has
got to be done.

On opening day of the next Congress
I will introduce a rule change to the
House which will set the example
bringing Members of Congress and
their staff under random drug testing
rules. We need to set the example. We
need to go back to just say no to our
young people so that they know it is
important.

I hope my colleagues will support my
rule change on January 3, 1997.
f

DOLE TAX CUT BAD FOR SENIORS

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I have no fear of taking a
drug test, and I suggest we do it here
on the floor of the House.

Let me talk about the cuts that we
have in safe and drug-free schools, the
same people we have heard this morn-
ing talk about the increase in drug use,
and yet this majority Republican Con-
gress cut $99 million out of safe and
drug-free schools that the President re-
quested, again the DARE programs.

But that is not what I want to talk
about today. Mr. Speaker, I really
wanted to talk about the proposed
spending of all the political career of
Senator Dole as a budget balancer and
now calling for a 15 percent tax cut.
This sounds great and all of us would

like to have one, but how are we going
to pay for it? In recent history, if there
is any indication, it will be paid for by
cuts in education, by cuts in the Medi-
care needs for seniors, and of course,
remember last year when Senator Dole
bragged about voting against the cre-
ation of Medicare in 1965. Now he says
he wants to preserve and protect it.

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned that
after November 5, if that happens, we
will then hear about where those cuts
are going to come, and they are going
to come from education, from Medicare
for seniors and from programs that we
need to plan for the 21st century.
f

GINGRICH AUDIT

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, it has come
to my attention that a colleague of
mine is trying to intimidate the IRS.
In today’s Washington Times, I read
that Republican leaders are upset that
the IRS is making an inquiry into the
corporate funding of Speaker GING-
RICH’s courses at two Georgia schools.
It seems that the Republican leader-
ship is not pleased with the timing of
the inquiry just 2 months before the
election.

But, as my colleagues know, the in-
formation about the audit was not
leaked by the IRS. In fact, it was the
schools involved who told the press
that these IRS audits were taking
place.

Mr. Speaker, the audit is not new. It
has been underway for some time.
There is no political motive here. The
American people deserve to know if one
of their public servants has been a
party to anything even remotely ille-
gal, like the possible illegal corporate
funding of these courses.

Perhaps it is ill-timed, but Speaker
GINGRICH’s constituents deserve to
know the truth.
f

LAY OFF, MR. ARCHER

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
this morning the Associated Press re-
ported that the chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee, BILL AR-
CHER, has sent an intimidating letter
to the Internal Revenue Service con-
cerning an investigation the IRS has
launched into a partisan political
course NEWT GINGRICH taught at two
Georgia colleges.

The IRS has good reason to inves-
tigate Speaker GINGRICH. Allegations
regarding the Speaker’s abuse of tax
exempt organizations have swirled for
more than 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting and appro-
priate for the IRS to investigate the se-
rious allegations of misuse of nonprofit
organizations by Speaker GINGRICH.
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Mr. ARCHER ought to keep his hands off
and let the IRS do its job. Not even the
chairman of the powerful Ways and
Means Committee can protect the
Speaker from the justice he is due.

f

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Agriculture,
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services, the Committee on Com-
merce, the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities, the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the minority has been consulted
and that there is no objection to this
request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

f

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Small Business:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, September 4, 1996.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Ray-

burn House Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SPEAKER GINGRICH: Having accepted
your appointment to the Committee on Agri-
culture, I hereby submit to you my resigna-
tion from the Committee on Small Business.

It has been a great honor for me to serve
under the capable leadership of Chairwoman
Meyers, and it is with deep regret that I
leave her committee. However, I will con-
tinue to work closely with her and the com-
mittee to protect the interests of America’s
small business community.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

DAVID FUNDERBURK,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable RICHARD
A. GEPHARDT, Democratic leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER,

Washington, DC, September 4, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section

389(d)(2) of Public Law 104–127, I hereby ap-
point the following individual to the Water
Rights Task Force:

Mr. Richard Roos-Collins of California.
Yours very truly,

RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3675, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 3675) making
appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes, with Sen-
ate amendments, thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendments, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY moves that in resolving the dif-

ferences between the House and the Senate,
the managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the bill, H.R. 3675, be in-
structed to disagree to Senate Amendment
Numbered 150.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I support
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and accept
the motion.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman.
Since the gentleman from Virginia

[Mr. WOLF] has accepted the motion, I
see no need to debate it. I appreciate
the gentleman’s position.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Do both
Members yield back their time?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY].

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. MYERS of In-

diana, ROGERS, KNOLLENBERG, RIGGS,
FRELINGHUYSEN, BUNN of Oregon,
PARKER, LIVINGSTON, BEVILL, FAZIO of
California, CHAPMAN, VISCLOSKY, and
OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3816, ENERGY AND WATER
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997
Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3816)
making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and agree to the con-
ference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. BEVILL

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. BEVILL moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing vote of the two Houses on
the bill H.R. 3816 be instructed to insist on
the House position in respect to section 510
of the House-passed bill prohibiting the im-
position by the Tennessee Valley Authority
of a performance deposit on persons con-
structing docks or making other residential
shoreline alterations.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. First,
does the gentleman seek time?

Mr. BEVILL. No, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the

gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]
seek time?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
we accept the amendment.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL].

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. WOLF,
DELAY, REGULA, ROGERS, LIGHTFOOT,
PACKARD, CALLAHAN, DICKEY, LIVING-
STON, SABO, DURBIN, COLEMAN, FOGLI-
ETTA, and OBEY.
f

b 1030

UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES
PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 517 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 517
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
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House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3308) to amend
title 10, United States Code, to limit the
placement of United States forces under
United Nations operational or tactical con-
trol, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Na-
tional Security. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule and shall be considered as
read. No amendment shall be in order except
those printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
amendment may be considered only in the
order specified, may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. The Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole may: (1) post-
pone until a time during further consider-
ation in the Committee of the Whole a re-
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment;
and (2) reduce to five minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting on any postponed
question that follows another electronic vote
without intervening business, provided that
the minimum time for electronic voting on
the first in any series of questions shall be
fifteen minutes. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL] and welcome him
back from a very productive trip, I un-
derstand, to North Korea, where there
is a serious famine going on.

Pending yielding that time, Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
purposes of debate only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 517 is a structured rule pro-
viding for the consideration of H.R.

3308, the Armed Forces Protection Act
of 1996. The rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
member of the Committee on National
Security. The rule provides that after
general debate, the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule, and makes in order only
those amendments printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules.

Those amendments are as follows: an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]
making technical clarifications, debat-
able for 10 minutes. That is equally di-
vided between them; an amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT], the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH], and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT],
pertaining to the wearing of U.N. insig-
nia by U.S. Forces. That amendment is
debatable for 40 minutes and, of course,
is equally divided as well. And an
amendment offered by the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] adding an additional
reporting requirement of the projected
U.S. financial share of U.N. operations,
which will be debatable for 20 minutes,
again equally divided.

The rule further provides that
amendments may be considered only in
the order specified, shall be considered
as read, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for a division of the question.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, the minority was of-
fered 1 hour on a substitute of their
choice, and they have chosen not to ac-
cept that, so there will not be a minor-
ity substitute offered here today. They
did have that opportunity, should they
have wanted to do it.

Mr. Speaker, this rule attempts to
accommodate the concerns of those
Members who submitted amendments,
yet provides for expeditious consider-
ation of this important bill during the
abbreviated week. It is a good rule and
I would certainly urge its adoption.

On the bill itself, I would just like to
make some quick observations. For the
past several months I have served as
the Republican leadership’s point man
on the issue of the U.N. control of U.S.
Forces. I am pleased to see this legisla-
tion before us prior to us adjourning in
about 3 weeks from now. It is an excel-
lent bill, and I commend the chief

sponsor, the gentleman from Maine,
Mr. LONGLEY, as well as the gentleman
from South Carolina, Chairman
SPENCE, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. DELLUMS, for their work in
getting this bill to us at this point.

This legislation is very similar to
language in last year’s defense bill that
President Clinton specifically cited as
one of the reasons he vetoed the meas-
ure. In my view, that was a mistake,
but unfortunately, it fits a pattern es-
tablished by this President of allowing
our military forces to be dragged into
multinational and other missions
which have little or no bearing on our
national interest of our national secu-
rity.

This unwise tendency resulted in
tragedy in Somalia, losing American
military lives, and squandered scarce
military resources down in Haiti. It
presently has our forces embroiled in a
complex quagmire in Bosnia. And a
question now arises as to what will
happen in Iraq, where there is some
concern there, certainly on my part
there is concern, because we know that
this is not the same situation as Desert
Storm, when we saw one country in-
vading the boundaries of another. Now
it is a civil strife within the boundaries
of a country. I just think we have to
really take a close look at just how
much involvement we are in there.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation obvi-
ously does not address all aspects of
the problem. It simply ensures Amer-
ican command of U.S. Forces in U.N.
operations, except in extraordinary cir-
cumstances. But that is a great start.
By stipulating that our Armed Forces
only serve under U.S. military com-
manders, this legislation will, in turn,
ensure that these young men and
women who serve in our uniform will
put their lives of the line for American
and only American national interests.

Why should it be otherwise, Mr.
Speaker? U.S. military personnel swear
to defend the United States, not the
United Nations. U.S. military person-
nel swear to obey a chain of command
leading to the President of the United
States, not Boutros-Ghali or someone
else. That is why this is good legisla-
tion and that is why I trust we will
pass this bill overwhelmingly today
with bipartisan support.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following information on
the amendment process under special
rules:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 4, 1996]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-Open 2 ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 44 82 59
Structured/Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 39 28
Closed 4 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 18 13

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 104 100 139 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.
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3 A structured or modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or

which preclude amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.
4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 4, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 101 .......................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 400 .......................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 440 .......................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ............................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 2 .............................. Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 665 .......................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 666 .......................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ........................................ MO ................................... H.R. 667 .......................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 668 .......................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 728 .......................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 7 .............................. National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–199; A: 227–197 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 831 .......................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 830 .......................... Paperwork Reduction Act .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 889 .......................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 450 .......................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1022 ........................ Risk Assessment ................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 926 .......................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 925 .......................... Private Property Protection Act ........................................................................................... A: 271–151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1058 ........................ Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 988 .......................... Attorney Accountability Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ...................................... MO ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ...................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 956 .......................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1159 ........................ Making Emergency Supp. Approps ...................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) .................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) .................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1271 ........................ Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 660 .......................... Older Persons Housing Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1215 ........................ Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .................................................................. A: 228–204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 483 .......................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 655 .......................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1361 ........................ Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 961 .......................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 535 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 584 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 614 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1561 ........................ American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1530 ........................ Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1817 ........................ MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 .......................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1854 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1868 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1905 ........................ Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1944 ........................ Emer. Supp. Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1976 ........................ Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2020 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2002 ........................ Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ....................................................................................... PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 70 ............................ Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2076 ........................ Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2099 ........................ VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 230–189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2126 ........................ Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1555 ........................ Communications Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2127 ........................ Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1594 ........................ Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1655 ........................ Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1162 ........................ Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1670 ........................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1617 ........................ CAREERS Act ....................................................................................................................... A: 388–2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2274 ........................ Natl. Highway System ......................................................................................................... PQ: 241–173 A: 375–39–1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 927 .......................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity ........................................................................................ A: 304–118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 743 .......................... Team Act ............................................................................................................................. A: 344–66–1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1170 ........................ 3-Judge Court ...................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1601 ........................ Internatl. Space Station ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 108 ................... Continuing Resolution FY 1996 .......................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2405 ........................ Omnibus Science Auth ........................................................................................................ A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2259 ........................ Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2425 ........................ Medicare Preservation Act ................................................................................................... PQ: 231–194 A: 227–192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2492 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 235–184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) .................................. MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 109 .............

H.R. 2491 ........................
Social Security Earnings Reform .........................................................................................
Seven-Year Balanced Budget ..............................................................................................

PQ: 228–191 A: 235–185 (10/26/95).

H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 1833 ........................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban .................................................................................................. A: 237–190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) .................................. MO ................................... H.R. 2546 ........................ D.C. Approps. ....................................................................................................................... A: 241–181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 115 ................... Cont. Res. FY 1996 ............................................................................................................. A: 216–210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Debt Limit ............................................................................................................................ A: 220–200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2539 ........................ ICC Termination Act ............................................................................................................ A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Increase Debt Limit ............................................................................................................. A: 220–185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 2564 ........................ Lobbying Reform .................................................................................................................. A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.J. Res. 122 ................... Further Cont. Resolution ..................................................................................................... A: 249–176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2606 ........................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia ......................................................................................... A: 239–181 (11/17/95).
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1788 ........................ Amtrak Reform .................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1350 ........................ Maritime Security Act .......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2621 ........................ Protect Federal Trust Funds ................................................................................................ PQ: 223–183 A: 228–184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1745 ........................ Utah Public Lands ............................................................................................................... PQ: 221–197 A: voice vote (5/15/96).
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) .................................. C ...................................... H. Con. Res. 122 ............. Budget Res. W/President ..................................................................................................... PQ: 230–188 A: 229–189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 558 .......................... Texas Low-Level Radioactive ............................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2677 ........................ Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge ............................................................................................. Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2854 ........................ Farm Bill .............................................................................................................................. PQ: 228–182 A: 244–168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 994 .......................... Small Business Growth ....................................................................................................... Tabled (4/17/96).
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) ...................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3021 ........................ Debt Limit Increase ............................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3019 ........................ Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................................... PQ: voice vote A: 235–175 (3/7/96).
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2703 ........................ Effective Death Penalty ....................................................................................................... A: 251–157 (3/13/96).
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2202 ........................ Immigration ......................................................................................................................... PQ: 233–152 A: voice vote (3/19/96).
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 165 ................... Further Cont. Approps ......................................................................................................... PQ: 234–187 A: 237–183 (3/21/96).
H. Res. 388 (3/21/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 125 .......................... Gun Crime Enforcement ...................................................................................................... A: 244–166 (3/22/96).
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3136 ........................ Contract w/America Advancement ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–180 A: 232–177, (3/28/96).
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3103 ........................ Health Coverage Affordability ............................................................................................. PQ: 229–186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96).
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 159 ................... Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt. ............................................................................................ PQ: 232–168 A: 234–162 (4/15/96).
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 842 .......................... Truth in Budgeting Act ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/17/96).
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H. Res. 409 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2715 ........................ Paperwork Elimination Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 410 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1675 ........................ Natl. Wildlife Refuge ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 411 (4/23/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 175 ................... Further Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ......................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 418 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2641 ........................ U.S. Marshals Service ......................................................................................................... PQ: 219–203 A: voice vote (5/1/96).
H. Res. 419 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2149 ........................ Ocean Shipping Reform ...................................................................................................... A: 422–0 (5/1/96).
H. Res. 421 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2974 ........................ Crimes Against Children & Elderly ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 422 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3120 ........................ Witness & Jury Tampering .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 426 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2406 ........................ U.S. Housing Act of 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 218–208 A: voice vote (5/8/96).
H. Res. 427 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3322 ........................ Omnibus Civilian Science Auth ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 428 (5/7/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3286 ........................ Adoption Promotion & Stability ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 430 (5/9/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3230 ........................ DoD Auth. FY 1997 .............................................................................................................. A: 235–149 (5/10/96).
H. Res. 435 (5/15/96) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 178 ............. Con. Res. on the Budget, 1997 .......................................................................................... PQ: 227–196 A: voice vote (5/16/96).
H. Res. 436 (5/16/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3415 ........................ Repeal 4.3 cent fuel tax ..................................................................................................... PQ: 221–181 A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 437 (5/16/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 3259 ........................ Intell. Auth. FY 1997 ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 438 (5/16/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3144 ........................ Defend America Act .............................................................................................................
H. Res. 440 (5/21/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3448 ........................ Small Bus. Job Protection ................................................................................................... A: 219–211 (5/22/96).

MC ................................... H.R. 1227 ........................ Employee Commuting Flexibility ..........................................................................................
H. Res. 442 (5/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3517 ........................ Mil. Const. Approps. FY 1997 ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/30/96).
H. Res. 445 (5/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3540 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1997 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/5/96).
H. Res. 446 (6/5/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3562 ........................ WI Works Waiver Approval ................................................................................................... A: 363–59 (6/6/96).
H. Res. 448 (6/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2754 ........................ Shipbuilding Trade Agreement ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/12/96).
H. Res. 451 (6/10/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3603 ........................ Agriculture Appropriations, FY 1997 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/11/96).
H. Res. 453 (6/12/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3610 ........................ Defense Appropriations, FY 1997 ........................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/13/96).
H. Res. 455 (6/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3662 ........................ Interior Approps, FY 1997 ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/19/96).
H. Res. 456 (6/19/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3666 ........................ VA/HUD Approps .................................................................................................................. A: 246–166 (6/25/96).
H. Res. 460 (6/25/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3675 ........................ Transportation Approps ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/26/96).
H. Res. 472 (7/9/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3755 ........................ Labor/HHS Approps .............................................................................................................. PQ: 218–202 A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 473 (7/9/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3754 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 474 (7/10/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3396 ........................ Defense of Marriage Act ..................................................................................................... A: 290–133 (7/11/96).
H. Res. 475 (7/11/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3756 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/16/96).
H. Res. 479 (7/16/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3814 ........................ Commerce, State Approps ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/17/96).
H. Res. 481 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3820 ........................ Campaign Finance Reform .................................................................................................. PQ: 221–193 A: 270–140 (7/25/96).
H. Res. 482 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3734 ........................ Personal Responsibility Act ................................................................................................. A: 358–54 (7/18/96).
H. Res. 483 (7/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3816 ........................ Energy/Water Approps ......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/24/96).
H. Res. 488 (7/24/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 2391 ........................ Working Families ................................................................................................................. A: 228–175 (7/26/96).
H. Res. 489 (7/25/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2823 ........................ Dolphin Conservation Program ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (7/31/96).
H. Res. 499 (7/31/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 123 .......................... English Language Empowerment ........................................................................................ A: 236–178 (8/1/96).
H. Res. 516 (9/4/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3719 ........................ Small Business Programs ...................................................................................................
H. Res. 517 (9/4/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3308 ........................ Armed Forces Protection ......................................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; S/C-structured/closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 517 is a modified
closed rule which will make in order
H.R. 3308, a bill to prohibit placing U.S.
military forces under control of foreign
commanders in U.N. military or peace-
keeping operations.

I do not have any problems with the
rule. My concerns are on the substance
of the bill. This bill is unnecessary. It
is probably unconstitutional. And it
will interfere with the President’s abil-
ity to use U.S. military troops for hu-
manitarian and peacekeeping missions
around the world.

I am proud of the role that our serv-
ice men and women have played saving
lives and providing humanitarian relief
around the world. I have been to Soma-
lia, Bosnia, and other places where
United States troops have worked with
our allies to make extraordinary con-
tributions to the peoples of those re-
gions.

I have seen the results of these mis-
sions with my own eyes. Starving peo-
ple are fed, the sick are cared for, and
the homeless provided shelter. These
are good things that we should encour-
age.

These kinds of missions not only help
others. They can boost the morale of
our own Armed Forces and provide val-
uable training.

I fear this bill could greatly diminish
the U.N. peacekeeping efforts and our
ability to contribute to those efforts.

There is no need to tie the Presi-
dent’s hands with this bill. Moreover,
this bill represents a dangerous over-
reach by Congress into the constitu-
tional powers of the Commander in
Chief.

Finally, I have a concern over the
timing of the bill. As we debate this
measure, our Armed Forces are partici-
pating in a joint military exercise to
patrol the no-fly zone over Iraq. The
situation is tense.

Mr. Speaker, now is not the time to
debate a bill that will take away power
from our Commander in Chief. We need
to stand by the President and show our
support at this critical time.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN], one of the most valu-
able and respected Members of this
body and a member of the Committee
on National Security.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to take some time on the rule. I thank
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules for that, and also I will speak on
the bill because there is nothing about
this legislation that is going to in any
way inhibit American military forces
going on humanitarian missions and
helping people around the world who
find themselves in distress, either
through man’s inhumanity to man or
through the forces of our Creator, the
weather, nature, or starvation, which
is generally a combination of both,
more leaning on the man’s inhumanity
to man side.

I just came back yesterday from a
trip to some of our air bases in England
and some of our intelligence facilities.
As almost all of us will do, we asked to

have breakfast set up with our con-
stituents, usually enlisted people and
noncommissioned officers. Then we
will do the same at lunch and then at
dinner, maybe meet with some of the
commanding officers and senior NCO’s.
I did that. This piece of legislation
came up. Of course, being professionals
in the field, they were not even aware,
because they are so busy, dedicated to
doing what they do, and the men and
women are doing it so well.

We discussed what would be accept-
able on, for example, a food mission.
My friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL], there is no more decent
person that I have ever served with in
two decades here, wants to reach out
and help people around the world. But
they said an armband would suffice to
indicate that you are part of some hu-
manitarian effort, a vivid colored arm
band. Sometimes in a dangerous area it
can even be what we call day-glo colors
to indicate this is a peaceful emission.

But to ask someone to wear head-
gear, to ask them to wear insignias
that are sewn onto the uniform, that
replace or require the taking off of
parts of the uniform of the United
States of America, which is the coun-
try to whose Constitution every mili-
tary person and everyone in this Cham-
ber and in the U.S. Senate has sworn to
protect and uphold, that is asking our
military men far too much.

We can reach out to people. They
know from our aircraft coming in that
it is a U.S. effort. Nobody has the
heavy military airlift that we do, the
brand new C–17, the C–5 Galaxy, the
stretch C–141s, or the incomparable C–
130 Hercules, going everywhere in the
world. We do not take and repaint our
aircraft.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH10052 September 5, 1996
But I noticed in Bosnia that they

were spraying all the white U.N. vehi-
cles with European, what they call
woodlands camouflage. When I asked
on both trips that I went there, just in
the last year, I said, who owns these
vehicles; as we would say in California,
who has the pink slip, it is still the
U.N. So I said, when we pull out of here
with this NATO mission, then the vehi-
cles will be painted white again and go
back to U.N. control? That is right.

So we have in the White House now a
team that is almost compulsive, until
very recently, about putting U.S.
forces under foreign international com-
mand. The whole problem that allowed
the killing to go on in Bosnia for 21⁄2 of
the 31⁄2 years was that the White House
was insistent upon putting us under
U.N. command, when the only thing
people there would have respected was
a NATO command, which is totally dif-
ferent, because it has a ratified treaty
from the last 1940’s, ratified from the
U.S. Congress. In other words, it fol-
lows legitimate constitutional author-
ity as set down in the greatest docu-
ment, our Constitution, ever written to
guide a people and its government.

I would just like to point out to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL], that
he has probably unknowingly touched
on one of the major, if not the major,
constitutional debates of our time.
That is, our President is not a dictator.
When Reagan was in the White House,
I listened to a lot of heartfelt pleas
from the other side vis-a-vis Central
America, that there were things the
President could not do without coming
to this Congress.

There is a very simple line in the
Constitution that says ‘‘In time of
war,’’ and war, that meant declared
war. Just read the writings of our
Founding Fathers: In time of war the
President shall be the Commander in
Chief. It is about 18 words, 16 words.
Then there is a comma and there is an-
other 18 words, ‘‘or when the militia is
called to active duty.’’ Of course that
meant then the National Guard, our
Minutemen, in principle.

This Congress is the only body that
can debate and decide, other than in
defense of emergencies, and it is debat-
able whether what is going on right
now in Iraq is a defensible emergency
when we are choosing sides between
Kurdish groups that are stupidly kill-
ing one another after Saddam Hussein
has mortared and shelled and machine-
gunned with helicopter gunships their
women and children, and we seem to be
leaning toward the side that is dealing
with the world’s greatest terrorist
state, Iran.

This is a constitutional problem.
That our Congress was not informed
over this action is outrageous. Let us
continue to debate that.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS], former
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the rule
for debate on the bill, H.R. 3308. I do
not do so, Mr. Speaker, because I be-
lieve the rule offered by the Committee
on Rules is unfair. In fact, I believe
that under the circumstances of their
mandate to bring this bill to the floor,
the Committee on Rules has been fair,
it has been evenhanded, in attempting
to construct a rule that would allow
for various amendments and for gen-
eral debate on the issue that is before
the body.
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The reason, Mr. Speaker, that I op-
pose the rule is because I believe the
whole issue presented by H.R. 3308,
whether or not the Congress should
interfere with the President’s exclusive
powers under the Constitution as com-
mander in chief of our Nation’s mili-
tary forces has not, and I repeat and
underscore for the purposes of empha-
sis, has not received the deliberation
and the attention that it deserves in
the committees of appropriate jurisdic-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I would remind you
that earlier in this Congress the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], from
the other side of the aisle, our distin-
guished chairperson of the Committee
on the Judiciary, offered an amend-
ment that would have undone the War
Powers Resolution, despite broad senti-
ment in the body that the War Powers
Resolution has indeed not worked to
properly balance congressional and
Presidential powers.

The effort of the gentleman was de-
feated, at least in part, Mr. Speaker,
because of the articulated views of
some of us in these chambers that mat-
ters of this weight should not be legis-
lated initially on the floor of this body.
That is why there is a committee proc-
ess that allows for significant discus-
sion, debate, deliberation, and articula-
tion prior to a piece of legislation com-
ing to the floor of this body.

With all due respect to our chair, the
chair of the Committee on National Se-
curity, the gentleman for whom I have
great respect, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], I noted in
my additional views to the committee
report on this very bill, H.R. 3308, that
our committee made only the most
cursory examination of this issue, held
no dedicated hearings on this issue, did
not hear from constitutional experts
on the wisdom of such a course, and
marked up the bill under pressure to
move quickly to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, we should step back and
take a comprehensive look at all of the
war powers issues that the cold war’s
end raises for this Nation. These are
significant issues here. We now find
ourselves in unprecedented and un-
chartered waters. It requires the high-
est and the best in us. We should be
substantive and deliberative as we em-
brace these difficult questions, not a
quick rush to judgment to make some
thinly veiled political statement.
These are massive constitutional issues

that require that we look at the world
as it is evolving.

Mr. Speaker, we have reached across
the aisle and are serious in doing so to
work with our colleagues in the other
party to craft such a comprehensive
look, and I hope that we do so. It is in
that spirit that I urge defeat of the
rule in order that we will be able to
proceed with caution and with the dig-
nity and seriousness that is both wor-
thy of the very complex and important
issue that is before the Chamber.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I must say to the pre-
vious speaker, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] who I just
have the greatest respect for, and he
earned that respect when he was chair-
man of the Committee on National Se-
curity, and we all do respect him. How-
ever, I just am concerned in that he
spoke eloquently about how fair this
rule is.

Mr. Speaker, I would just say to the
gentleman, this is a deliberative body.
This is where we debate the issues. And
this matter, the identical matter, has
been before this body four times and
has already passed this body. It passed
under H.R. 7 last year. It was a part of
the contract for America that we
passed. It was in last year’s defense
bill. This year it was marked up, as I
understand it, under regular procedure.

Again, this is not something we need
constitutional lawyers to tell us what
to suggest to the President, and that is
really all it is, because the President
does have the prerogative of, if this is
a national interest or national security
issue of the country, he has the prerog-
ative not to follow through.

I happen to be one that does not sup-
port the War Powers Act. I think the
whole act was unconstitutional. This
does not interfere with that. This sim-
ply says that we want our American
troops to serve only under American
command, and by golly, that is what
we are going to get one way or the
other.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

First, I appreciate his compliment;
second, to say to the gentleman, if the
gentleman would recall, back in the
early 1970’s when we debated the War
Powers Act, this gentleman was zeal-
ous in defending the congressional war
powers. I was one of very few Demo-
crats in this Chamber, very few Mem-
bers, who opposed the War Powers Act
on the grounds that it watered down
and diluted a very powerful and clear
statement in the Constitution that
Congress should have the right to de-
clare war.

What we are looking at here is a
question of congressional prerogatives
on the one hand and executive preroga-
tives on the others. These are sub-
stantive issues that we need to debate.
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With all due respect to the chairman of
the Committee on Rules, I dissent from
him on one significant point. What is
the reason why we have a committee
process and a subcommittee process?
That is because at the subcommittee
we hold the appropriate hearings, we
do all of the substantive detail, we do
bring in experts so that we make in-
formed judgments. Each time a com-
mittee brings a bill to this floor, the
435 Members of Congress should feel
certain that that committee did its job
substantively.

What I am saying to the gentleman,
that was not done in this instance. We
can deliberate here, but this is not the
first place that this bill ought to be
discussed. I thank the gentleman for
his generosity.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me just say that
I agree with the gentleman. I know
that he was a strong, staunch opponent
of the War Powers Act along with my-
self and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] and many others. But let
me just say that this matter has been
debated on this floor many, many
times. It is no different than the con-
stitutional amendment to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag. We
know the issue. It is a very simple
issue. That is why it should be brought
to a vote on this floor.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the
rule and the bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of this rule. The rule before us makes
in order four amendments: a manager’s
amendment, one that has bipartisan support
and two offered from the minority, including a
full substitute. I think most people will agree
that given the limited time remaining in this
Congress we have managed to report a fair
and responsible rule for the consideration of
this very important legislation. Mr. Speaker,
this bill raises the important question of wheth-
er or not U.S. troops will be put under foreign
command or forced to wear uniforms other
than those of the U.S. Armed Forces. Many
Americans find these notions abhorrent and I
am unalterably opposed to placing our troops
under anyone not directly accountable to the
American people and Congress. There has
been some misunderstanding about what H.R.
3308, the U.S. Armed Forces Protection Act
seeks to accomplish. So let us be clear: would
this bill make it more difficult for U.S. Forces
to become entangled in international peace-
keeping missions? Yes. Would it absolutely
prohibit our involvement in these efforts? No.
Since the end of the cold war, the number of
United Nations peacekeeping missions has
soared. Even so, there are no clear guidelines
for U.S. participation in these adventures. Our
experiences in Somalia, Bosnia, and Haiti
have taught us a number of important and
costly lessons. The bill before us works to
make the President more accountable when
deploying our troops as part of international
efforts. It would prohibit the use of taxpayer’s
money to pay for U.S. participation in U.N. ef-
forts unless: the President certifies that the
mission is in the national interest, sets forth
clear command and control arrangements,
outlines the anticipated costs and most impor-
tantly provides an exit strategy for U.S. troops.

These are all sensible and necessary steps. I
strongly urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of these important safeguards—we owe
it to the American people and we owe it to the
dedicated men and women who serve our
country in the Armed Forces.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HUTCHINSON). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 517 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 3308.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3308) to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
limit the placement of United States
forces under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control, and for
other purposes, with Mr. KOLBE in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] will each be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to open
the debate on H.R. 3308, the United
States Armed Forces Protection Act of
1996, which was introduced this past
April by the distinguished gentleman
from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY], a valued
member of the Committee on National
Security.

This legislation should look very fa-
miliar to my colleagues as the House
has attempted on several occasions to
extend protections to United States
service personnel who are placed under
foreign commanders in the United Na-
tions peacekeeping or military oper-
ations. Were it not for President Clin-
ton’s veto of last year’s defense author-
ization bill, these protections would al-
ready be the law of the land.

Let me briefly revisit this legisla-
tion’s history, which makes clear the
long record of bipartisan concern over
placing American troops under U.N.
command. H.R. 3308 had its genesis in
section 1041 of the fiscal year 1994 De-
fense Authorization Act back when my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
were in the majority. Section 1041 re-

quired the Secretary of Defense to sub-
mit to Congress a formal report ‘‘when-
ever the President places United States
military forces under the operational
control of a foreign officer as part of
the U.N. operation.’’

Last year, the House considered and
passed very similar legislation several
times. This issue was first addressed in
H.R. 7, the National Security Revital-
ization Act. The fiscal year 1996 De-
fense Authorization Act also contained
virtually identical language, and a
modified version of the provision was
contained in the conference report
which was passed by both the House
and the Senate. But despite the clear
bipartisan vote of the Congress on this
issue, President Clinton vetoed the de-
fense bill, due in no small part on his
objection to this issue.

Yet this is eminently reasonable and
practical legislation. Critics will argue
that this legislation infringes upon the
President’s constitutional preroga-
tives. Let me make clear, this legisla-
tion is not a prohibition. It simply im-
poses and additional step any President
must take before committing young
American men and women to serve
under the flag of the United Nations.

It is an entirely appropriate policy
restriction that simply requires any
President to certify their subordinat-
ing U.S. forces to U.N. command is in
the Nation’s security interest prior to
deploying our forces on such a com-
mand arrangement. This straight-
forward limitation is the unfortunate,
but necessary result of the administra-
tion’s willingness, seen from Somalia
to Bosnia and from Macedonia to Haiti,
to subordinate American interests to
those of the United Nations.

Contrary to those who would assert
that this legislation is no more than an
exercise in U.N. bashing, I believe it
necessary that it recognize the U.N.’s
limits as articulated by Secretary Gen-
eral Boutros Boutros-Ghali himself.
Last year the Secretary General ac-
knowledged that the United Nations
does not have ‘‘the capacity to deploy,
direct, or command and control peace
enforcement operations * * * and it
would be folly to attempt to do so at
the present time.’’ Under these cir-
cumstances, the litmus test for any
President wanting to subordinate U.S.
military forces to U.N. command ought
to be strict.

President Clinton’s opposition to this
bipartisan legislation, which was taken
to the point of vetoing last year’s de-
fense bill, compels us to consider it
again. I urge my colleagues to once
again send an unequivocal and biparti-
san signal to the President and the
American people by supporting H.R.
3308.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. LONGLEY] manage the remainder
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.
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Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, as I noted during the
debate on the rule, I do not think that
our very valuable committee process
has succeeded fully in considering the
weight and the merit of the issue be-
fore us. I would not reiterate that ar-
gument here.

Despite that fact, I think that much
has been said to illuminate the pitfalls
and the shortcomings of adopting H.R.
3308.
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Mr. Chairman, these pitfalls and
shortcomings are very real traps that
ensnare us when we fail to set aside
politics in favor of policy, public rela-
tions in favor of public education, and
short-term advantage against the long-
term interest of our Nation.

Let me say why I oppose this bill in
as precise a manner as I can, Mr. Chair-
man.

Foremost, I believe that this legisla-
tion will work mischief that will place
at increased risk the lives and safety of
our men and women in uniform. It
would do so for several reasons. First,
it will restrict the President from
quickly and with confidence in its ulti-
mate effectiveness, from establishing
command relations that best meet the
military situation our troops may face.

Second, by virtue of the message we
send to potential allies in these ac-
tions, and that is that we do not trust
your officers, we make it more likely
that we will go it alone than we will
participate in coalition efforts which,
as I perceive it as the world is evolving
to the 21st century, more often than
not, should and will be the order of the
day. Going it alone obviously increases
the risk to our men and women in uni-
form. It seems to me that that is not
discussable or debatable. That is clear-
ly a fact.

U.S. troops in numerous conflicts,
Mr. Chairman, including the War of
Independence up to the operation that
we referred to as Operation Desert
Storm, have been placed under foreign
command. So what is all the hoopla
here? From the very first war that was
dedicated to forming this Nation to the
last time we sent troops to wage war in
the context of the Persian Gulf we have
had American troops under foreign
command. There is nothing, Mr. Chair-
man, in our military history that says
this per se is problematic. Nothing.
And I would challenge my colleagues,
if they can find it historically, to raise
the issue on the floor, and I will say,
point well taken.

Former military leaders have elo-
quently set out in a letter to the
Speaker of this House, Speaker GING-
RICH, why this is both unnecessary and
indeed dangerous. I quote from a letter
signed by, among others, former Joint
Chief Chairman General David Jones
that was went to our Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, during the de-
bate on H.R. 7 when this issue arose.

I quote: ‘‘We urge rejection of the re-
strictions on the President’s command
and control authority as unnecessary,
unwise and militarily unsound,’’ end of
quote.

I am opposed to this bill because I be-
lieve it is a strategic oxymoron, Mr.
Chairman. As we have entered into the
post-cold-war era, both of our Presi-
dents who have governed in this time
have come to understand the desirabil-
ity and the common sense in pursuing
coalition actions and in doing so
through the United Nations, when pos-
sible.

This is not a party issue, Mr. Chair-
man. It should not be a party issue.
This is common sense. We have an un-
paralleled opportunity to craft new
mechanisms for avoiding conflict,
dampening it when it arises, control-
ling it when it flares up and in stopping
aggression, if we must, that are only
realizable if we promote, not denigrate,
multinationalism and internationally
sanctioned peace operations.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I oppose this
bill because I believe it tramples on the
President’s unique and exclusive au-
thority as commander in chief. I say
this as one of the most zealous guard-
ians of congressional war power. As I
said in the context of the discussion on
the rule, I was one of the few people in
this body that voted against the War
Powers Act on the grounds that it di-
luted what is clearly stated as congres-
sional war-making powers in the Con-
stitution of the United States.

Further, Mr. Chairman, I have sued
Presidents, taken them to Federal
court, and would again, to defend this
body’s prerogative to declare war and
authorize troop deployments to con-
flicts. I would have voted for legisla-
tion that compels such prior authoriza-
tion and opposed the War Powers Reso-
lution because I believed it gave the
Presidents a blank check to go first
and seek our approval second.

But I would hasten to point out, Mr.
Chairman, that respect for constitu-
tional prerogative is a two-way street,
one which we must be prepared to walk
on in both directions.

I will not repeat the constitutional
arguments laid out in my additional
views on the committee report. We
worked long and hard and laboriously
on those views. They have been widely
read by many, extremely well received
by most. I urge my colleagues to read
those views. I do not have time to go
into all of that now.

Suffice it to say that I believe that
the Framers of our Constitution ac-
tively considered the question, should
the Congress be involved in the com-
mand and control of our military
forces, and they answered the question
with a resounding no.

Read the Federalist Papers. They de-
bated this question specifically. They
did not want this body involved in
command and control. They said no.
Consider this statement from the Fed-
eralist Papers, and I quote:

The President of the United States is to be
the commander in chief. The propriety of

this provision is so evident in itself that lit-
tle need be said to explain or enforce it. They
saw this as obvious.

Of all the cares and concerns of govern-
ment, the direction of war most peculiarly
demands those qualities which distinguish
the exercise of power by a single hand.

Mr. Chairman, while the United Na-
tions did not exist and peacekeeping
was not a part of the lexicon of the
Framers of the Constitution, nothing
about these operations suggests that
the principle that the legislature has
no business in establishing command
relations is any less true of them than
of warfare.

Should we be concerned with com-
mand relationships, Mr. Chairman?
The answer is yes. Should we seek in-
formation from the President on what
they are? Yes. Should we seek to estab-
lish them or proscribe the choices any
President might make in advance of
considering the requirements of a mili-
tary operation? I say no; the Framers
of the Constitution said no. We should
be informed people, but we are moving
beyond simply being informed.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, for these rea-
sons and others, I urge that the com-
mittee reject the bill and that we allow
the deliberative process of congres-
sional committees to work this issue in
a more comprehensive manner that is
sure to produce a better product.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this legislation. It is
a good bill, a sound bill, and a bill
which we need for our national secu-
rity interests and for the men and
women who serve our country in uni-
form.

Let me first commend my good
friend, the gentleman from Maine, JIM
LONGLEY, for his outstanding work on
this bill. As a Marine Corps reserve of-
ficer who served in Desert Storm and
in Bosnia, JIM LONGLEY brings real-life
experience and insight to this issue.

It is particularly frustrating if not
downright dangerous to see the grow-
ing tendency of this administration to
cede operational control of U.S. forces
to the ill-equipped, ill-prepared bureau-
cratic United Nations. Yes, there are
times when we must act in concert
with our allies, perhaps often, and yes,
there are occasions when the United
Nations can help defuse a crisis. But
when U.S. lives and interests are at
stake, the American public expects and
demands that Americans be at the
helm.

No one questions the capability of
the U.S. military. We have the best-
trained, best-equipped men and women
in the world. To project and command
military forces over great distances is
something that few nations can do, and
no nation can do it better than the
United States. Yet this capability does
not come without a price. Every year
thousands of troops are engaged in ei-
ther real-life or training operations
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which hone this capability, often at
great human risk. And they should re-
main under U.S. control.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
quoted the Constitution of the United
States. I would like to read the rel-
evant passage. I know he is a learned
colleague and would not like to speak
in error.

Section 2 of the Constitution states,
‘‘The President shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States, and of the Militia of the
several States, when called into the ac-
tual Service of the United States,’’ and
it goes on, he must require, et cetera,
et cetera.

I am simply saying to the gentleman
from California that he misinterpreted
or misquoted the Constitution of the
United States. The President is indeed
the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY].

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, today
Congress provides what the American
people are asking for. Today America
begins to tell Boutros Boutros-Ghali
that he cannot send our sons and
daughters to war, that only the Con-
gress and the American President can
do that.

The Constitution gives Congress the
power to declare war and the President
the authority of being Commander in
Chief as the gentleman has just indi-
cated. We must be cautious in protect-
ing that.

As an original cosponsor of this bill,
I believe it is imperative that we estab-
lish our authority and the authority of
the President.

No American should be placed in
harm’s way by anyone other than the
American Congress and the American
President.

Our soldiers should risk their lives
only when U.S. national security inter-
ests are at stake. I do not believe that
the Secretary General of the United
Nations even knows what our national
security interests are.

During this debate, many of my col-
leagues will say that this is simply a
political exercise, something to give
Bob Dole to use against Bill Clinton. If
we wanted that, that has already been
done. He has already vetoed this con-
cept once before. So that has been
done. Of course we know that he
changes his position a lot in an elec-
tion year, so maybe he will again.

We can never again allow another So-
malia. Because U.S. interests became
intertwined with U.N. interests, 19
Americans lost their lives. This must
never happen again.

Let us pass this legislation and send
a message to the American soldiers
that we will never again send them on
an ill-defined, fuzzy U.N. mission. We
never again, Mr. Chairman, should be
in a position of having American young

people risk their lives under a U.N. flag
with a U.N. patch and under U.N. com-
mand and control. If they are going to
risk their lives, it ought to be under
American command and control.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
bill.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Let me first state to my distin-
guished colleague from Colorado, he
began his remarks by saying Boutros
Boutros-Ghali should not be able to
send American troops anywhere in the
world. Mr. Chairman, who is arguing
with that? That is not what this bill
deals with. We have already said, and I
have already said, I am prepared to go
all the way to court.

I took President Bush to court in
order to preserve the prerogative of
Congress when many of my colleagues
did not have the heart to do it. This is
not what this debate is about. This is
not Congress’ war-making power. This
is about command and control once a
decision is made to deploy. So I would
hope that in the context of the few
meager moments we have to debate
this bill that we stay relevant to what
the substantive nature of the bill is.

I would go further and quote from
this administration’s policy on reform-
ing multilateral, multinational peace
operations dated May 1994:

The President retains and will never relin-
quish command authority over U.S. forces.
On a case-by-case basis, the President will
consider placing appropriate U.S. forces
under the operational control of a competent
U.N. commander for specific operations au-
thorized by the Security Council. The great-
er the U.S. military role, the less likely it
will be that the United States will agree to
have a U.N. commander exercise overall
operational control over U.S. forces.
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That is what this President is saying.
Let us remove the politics from this
discussion. Let us remove the bumper
strip of rhetoric from the discussion.
Let us not insult each other’s intel-
ligence. Let us not denigrate the re-
sponsibility we have on the floor. Let
us stay focused on the substantive na-
ture of the issues before us, whether or
not we should step on the President’s
prerogatives in command and control.
If they are legitimate differences, then
let us know that debate.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER],
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Procurement.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to go over the language of the
provision itself and what it does be-
cause the operational and tactical con-
trol that is vested in the President and
his subordinates in the American chain
of command is a very precious thing
not just to people that are in the mili-
tary forces but to their parents, to
their families, to the people who rely
on somebody who is accountable for
that young person who may be in a life
or death combat situation.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that we do not detract from the Presi-
dent’s ability to, on a very limited
basis, cede that operational and tac-
tical control to, yes, a foreign com-
mander if it is a unique situation; but
we require a certification. It is a thor-
ough certification.

First, with respect to David Jones,
former chairman of the Joint Chiefs
and his problems with this certifi-
cation, if the President does not have
time to give the certification well in
advance, which is what we would like
to have, because we want the White
House to think about this, we want
them to think it through, then he can
give it after he has made the deploy-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, nonetheless, we go
through some fairly important areas.
We ask the President when he does this
certification to set forth a description
of the national security interest. We do
not think that is unfair or unreason-
able, that would be advanced by the
placement of United States forces
under the United Nations operational
or tactical control. We ask him to tell
us that. We ask him to tell us the ex-
pected size and composition of the U.S.
forces involved. We think that is rea-
sonable. We ask him to explain the pre-
cise command and control relationship
between the U.S. forces involved and
the U.N. command structure. We think
that is reasonable.

We ask him to explain to us the ex-
tent to which the U.S. forces involved
will rely on forces of other countries
for security and defense. I think this
element is a very important one. The
degree to which we rely on forces,
those Americans that might be under
operational or tactical control of a
U.N. commander that agree that we are
going to rely on the forces of other
countries for security and defense, that
our forces will see their security de-
pend on somebody else, we think that
is a very important element for the
President to lay out.

So we ask the President to lay out
concisely these very important ele-
ments. We do not deprive him of his
constitutional authority. We just re-
quire him to certify. We think that is
reasonable.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PETERSON], my distin-
guished colleague.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in strong oppo-
sition to H.R. 3308. This bill is bad for-
eign policy. It is bad military policy.

Even the title of the bill is wrong. In-
stead of the title of the bill being
Armed Forces Protection Act, it should
be titled the Armed Forces Greater Ex-
posure Act. By passage of this bill, we
destroy our successful national policy
and collective security. We are saying
to our allies, we do not trust you and
that you are not reliable. That is a bad
message.

Further, without the burdensharing
that comes with the development of
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collective and coalition security with
our allies, the United States must go it
alone. That means that we must deploy
more troops and carry a greater fiscal
burden in any operation that we feel is
in our national interest. I cannot un-
derstand my Republican colleagues
who have for years said that we cannot
be the world’s policemen. How do they
compare that against what is in this
bill that essentially says, United
States, you must go it alone?

Furthermore, as an aside, what an in-
credibly critical time to be talking
about this. When we are trying to hold
together a very, very important coali-
tion in Iraq and we are at the same
time telling those partners in this coa-
lition: Hey, we really do not trust you
guys; we are really not sure whether
you are reliable enough to be with us
in this thing. Very, very bad policy,
very bad timing.

Mr. Chairman, from a military stand-
point, this bill is an absolute disaster.
Now, from an experiential cir-
cumstance, I know a little bit about
this. It has been from 26 years as a
fighter pilot in the Air Force, serving a
significant amount of time in combat.
I know something about command re-
lationships. This bill ties the hands of
the commander, the Commander in
Chief, No. 1. But perhaps even more im-
portantly, it restricts the field com-
manders’ ability to deploy forces in the
field, even perhaps at the potential of
causing the loss of lives.

The military leaders of this country
unanimously find the restrictions
starting out unnecessary, they are re-
dundant, they are also unprecedented.
We are changing how we run our mili-
tary, my colleagues. This is micro-
management of the U.S. military. And
they also find it especially burdensome
to the point, I think, it would cause us
harm.

They correctly point out that the
U.S. joint service doctrine that governs
our collective security arrangements
with our allies are impeccably thought
out, have been tested over and over,
and they work. It just works. Why
screw up a good deal?

Mr. Chairman, the bill also under-
mines the proven and effective proto-
cols established by the document. Fi-
nally, Secretary Perry, Chairman
Shalikashvili, all oppose this for the
right reasons, because it causes harm
to our command structure.

Last year one of my former com-
manders, Gen. David C. Jones, a former
commander of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
wrote in a reply to a similar cir-
cumstance here. He said in his state-
ment: In the post-cold war world, it
will remain essential that the Presi-
dent retain the authority to establish
command arrangements that are best
suited to the needs of future oper-
ations. From time to time it will be
necessary and appropriate, this is a
commander speaking now, appropriate
to temporarily subordinate elements of
our forces to the operational control of
competent commanders from allied or
other foreign countries.

This man is telling it like it is.
Mr. Chairman, this is a poorly

thought out bill. It is really just a po-
litical statement, in my view. It will
cause great harm to the effective com-
mand and control of our Armed Forces.
Let us stand here today, this is an op-
portunity, let us stand here today and
send a bipartisan relationship message
to all of the men and women who are
bravely serving our country today and
tell them, as we have told them in a bi-
partisan fashion in the past, that we do
indeed care about them and that we do
indeed care about their safety.

This bill does not improve the safety
of our armed services men and women.
It is a disgrace that we are taking this
bill up today. This is an absolute vote
‘‘no.’’

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN],
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Personnel.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I did
not realize that I only get a minute or
I would not have used the 3 minutes in
the rule on the uniforms. The chain of
command is far more important. What
we are responding here, what the whole
Congress is responding to is certainly
not a disgrace. It is a response to the
administration’s repeated subordina-
tion of U.S. interests to the U.N. agen-
da.

Mr. Chairman, I want to put in the
RECORD myth No. 1, that it is an in-
fringement of presidential authority;
No. 2, that PDD–25 already protects our
troops; No. 3, there are precedents for
placing U.S. troops under foreign con-
trol; and myth No. 4, that it will limit
troop deployment in emergencies.

In the rule, when I was discussing the
Constitution, I transposed my
thoughts. Yes, it is 16 words, as I said.
The President is the Commander in
Chief, even in peacetime. And I was
correct, it is 18 words referring to the
militia, now meaning the National
Guard. But in section 8 of article I, all
the powers of raising and maintaining
armies and navies and how to uniform
and where to send them and to declare
war, all of that is the House.

Mr. Chairman, this chart shows when
you go in the field to see how this real-
ly breaks down, when Vice President
AL GORE unfortunately said on April
14, 1994, I would like to extend my con-
dolences to the families of those who
died in service to the United Nations,
and I know our former colleague would
like to take that back, look at this
chain of command, men died in Soma-
lia because the chain of command was
so complicated, we could not get one of
the Indian 14 T–72 tanks or one of the
dozen M–60 tanks from Italy to break
through the blockades across those
roads and rescue 4 Rangers who died,
who bled to death out of the 19 killed.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time

to me. I am in one of the most uncom-
fortable positions that I have been in
in this Congress because I find myself
on the opposite side from a man I re-
vere and respect, the gentleman from
South Carolina, Chairman FLOYD
SPENCE, and some very, very good
friends of mine, like the gentlemen
from California, DUNCAN HUNTER and
DUKE CUNNINGHAM. But I rise to oppose
H.R. 3308.

I know that the argument has been
made that generals from the beginning
of our history, foreign generals have
assumed command, beginning with La-
fayette. But, Mr. Chairman, the fact is
that the U.N. is posing an entirely dif-
ferent situation now. What we need to
do now is pull back from the position
that we find ourselves in, begin to op-
erate under the law. And then once, if
war is declared and we are in the mid-
dle of war, of course, as we did in World
War II in that great victory, we can
combine our forces, as we did when we
combined the forces to make the allied
forces, and we were victorious.

Mr. Chairman, I want to very briefly
review the history of command and
control of the Armed Forces. The U.S.
Constitution, article II, section 2 states
that the President shall be Commander
in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States and of the militia of the
several States when called into actual
service of the United States; again,
when called into service.

To clarify the point, Hamilton wrote,
in Federalist Papers No. 74: The Presi-
dent of the United States is to be Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy
of the United States and of the militia
of the several States when called into
actual service of the United States.
The propriety of this provision is so
evident in itself, Hamilton wrote, that
little need be said to explain or enforce
it. Again, Mr. Chairman, when called
into service are the key words in the
Constitution.

Then the War Powers Act, the United
Nations Participation Act that we are
extending even further with this bill,
the War Powers Act allows the Presi-
dent to send troops to hot spots with-
out congressional approval for up to 60
days.
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But no, those troops are to remain
within U.S. command and control.
Nothing in the War Powers Act allows
for U.N. foreign command and control
over U.S. troops. The integrity of the
U.S. chain of command is still intact
even after the War Powers Act, and I
do not like the War Powers Act.

But, Mr. Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to read the clear, plain lan-
guage of section 2 or section 3 of this
bill. The other side of the coin, the
United Nations Participation Act, spe-
cifically provides that when we con-
template a deployment in the United
Nations chapter 6, peace observation,
no prior congressional approval is re-
quired. That U.S. participation in U.N.
chapter 6 millions is limited to 1,000
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noncombatant troops who will not be
in harm’s way.

Finally today, though, we have H.R.
3308. the fact is, Mr. Chairman, H.R.
3308 allows the President of the United
States to place America’s sons and
daughters under U.N. foreign control
without congressional input and with-
out the operation of law or without a
congressional vote, only a certification
from the President that these are the
reasons why he called American troops
up and placed them in harm’s way.
H.R. 3308, section 3, states that the
U.N. foreign control over U.S. Armed
Forces is allowed, again, if the Presi-
dent only certifies. The bottom line of
H.R. 3308 would allow the President to
put our sons and daughters in harm’s
way.

I will just wind up and say that as a
student of history I think that this bill
is extending the President’s powers
much further than what presidential
candidate Dole stated and what our Re-
publican platform says. Please consider
that.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to thank my
friend from Idaho for her remarks be-
cause they were my concerns about
this bill. I was the only member of the
Committee on National Security to
vote against this bill when it came to
our committee, and the reasons I voted
against it were those that were ex-
pressed by my colleague. I had a prob-
lem with the wording that said that
the President should consult closely
with Congress regarding any United
Nations peace operation that could in-
volve U.S. combat forces. More than
consulting is required.

The U.N. Participation Act of 1945, as
amended in 1949, says very clearly that
in any U.N. Chapter 7 operation that
the approval of the Congress is in-
volved. Essentially every one of the
U.N. operations has been Chapter 7.
There has never been a Chapter 6.

I want to express my thanks to the
gentleman from Maine, Mr. LONGLEY,
and particularly to chairman SPENCE
for helping to work out this problem.
The concerns of my colleague from
Idaho have been addressed in the man-
ager’s amendment which will come
shortly, which addresses my problems
with this part of the bill.

I had a second problem with the bill,
and that is that all that was required
for our young men and women to be re-
quired to wear the insignia of the Unit-
ed Nations was a certification by the
President. I thought that this was a
violation of article 1, section 9 of the
Constitution, and I have an amend-
ment which will subsequently come to
the floor which will address this prob-
lem.

So both of the problems that I origi-
nally had with this bill, which were
similar to those that my friend from
Idaho had, are addressed in the man-
ager’s amendment which will come up

next and with my amendment which
will follow that, so I now am in full
support of the bill, and I hope that,
having corrected these defects in the
original bill, that my colleague from
Idaho will also be in full support of
these bills after these amendments
have been passed.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I support this bill be-
cause it protects our fighting men and
women from incompetent leadership at
the U.N., military leadership.

I am chairman of the Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice and State in the
Committee on Appropriations that
funds the U.N. contributions that we
make, as well as the peacekeeping con-
tributions that we give to the United
Nations. We have been working to
limit U.S. support for additional so-
called peacekeeping operations and to
reduce the U.S. burden, the share that
we are required to pay for those mis-
sions. During the last 3 years we have
seen this phrase, aggressive
multilateralism, carried to an extreme,
run amok, if my colleagues will, be-
cause we were involved at one time in
around 18 U.N. peacekeeping missions
around the world simultaneously, and I
found out at one point in time—it has
been improved somewhat—but at one
point in time there were some 40 people
at the United Nations attempting to
manage 18 worldwide military oper-
ations in extreme circumstances in
some instances. It just would not work.
They were not working on weekends;
they were working only regular hours.
If one got in trouble in Somalia or
somewhere else where we were involved
in a peacekeeping operation after 5
o’clock New York time until 8 o’clock
the next morning, ‘‘Sorry, we are out
of business,’’ the phones did not an-
swer. On weekends, the same thing.

How can we run military operations
in that fashion? I do not want Amer-
ican forces exposed to that kind of in-
competent leadership as we saw in So-
malia, the results of that and the
deaths of several beloved United States
soldiers, and so I support this bill.
They have incompetent leadership;
they have incompatible communica-
tions gear, among other things. I urge
the adoption of the bill.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
the distinguished principal sponsor of
this legislation, the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. LONGLEY], and the distin-

guished chairman of our Committee on
National Security, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], in urging
the House to adopt H.R. 3308, the Unit-
ed States Armed Forces Protection Act
of 1996.

This legislation is the culmination of
almost 4 years of effort on this side of
the aisle to curb the misguided impulse
of this administration to subordinate
the finest fighting men and women in
the world, our U.S. Armed Forces, to
the command of the United Nations.

We all remember the disaster that
this administration’s excessive reli-
ance on the United Nations led us to in
Somalia. This legislation is intended to
reduce the risk of similar U.N. peace-
keeping disasters in the future.

At the same time, the legislation is
carefully designed to preserve flexibil-
ity for the President to respond as
needed, and in coordination with the
United Nations if necessary, to unex-
pected threats to our national security.

Though some are sure to complain
that this legislation interferes with the
President’s constitutional prerogatives
as Commander in Chief, nothing could
be further from the truth. Contrary to
what some have claimed, the President
does not have inherent constitutional
authority to put U.S. Armed Forces
under the operational control of whom-
ever he pleases.

The fact is that this legislation stops
well short of some of the things that
we clearly could do consistent with the
Constitution, such as prohibit foreign
operational control of U.S. forces alto-
gether, or require Senate confirmation
of foreign commanders whom the
President wants to put in charge of our
forces.

Title 10 of the United States Code al-
ready contains a legal requirement
that senior U.S. military officers be
confirmed by the Senate before they
are put in command of U.S. forces. Op-
ponents of this legislation should be
glad that we have not sought to extend
that requirement to foreign military
officers, as we clearly could do.

In 1993 and again in 1994, Mr. SPENCE
and I offered amendments to the de-
fense authorization bill very similar to
the legislation before us. Regrettably,
both of those amendments were de-
feated on party line votes.

Legislation along these lines was in-
cluded in the Contract With America,
and was approved by the House in 1995
in the bill H.R. 7. Regrettably, when
that provision reached President Clin-
ton as part of the defense authorization
bill for 1996, he cited that provision as
one of his reasons for vetoing the bill.
In order to get that bill enacted, Mr.
SPENCE was forced by the President to
agree to drop this vital provision from
their bill.

It is time, Mr. Chairman, to right
that wrong. It is time to enact this
vital provision from the Contract With
America, and to give the brave men
and women of our Armed Forces the
protection they deserve.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to my distinguished
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colleague, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding, and I
rise in opposition to this bill because I
am very troubled by what it really
means long term.

As one of the people who talked
about burden sharing and the fact that
the United States should not be a 911
number for the world, and another fact
out there is the President is trying
very hard to hold an alliance together
in the no-fly zone, to try and keep this
alliance solidified, I think the timing
of this bill is terribly dangerous. I
think it goes against what so many of
us have advocated in trying to get the
rest of the world to pull a stronger oar.
We all understand why we had to stand
there and be Atlas-like in the post-
World War II period, because the rest of
the world was devastated, but today
many of our allies have rebuilt, and yet
they still want to cast all of that on
our shoulders, and what we are doing
with this bill is giving them one more
reason why they say, ‘‘You clearly
want to go it alone.’’

Now let me point out some things
that I think are terribly important.
No. 1, this bill does not even differen-
tiate between humanitarian missions
and combat missions. As my colleagues
know, those are two very major dis-
tinctions. No. 2, everybody, and we
have got testimony from different offi-
cers of the U.S. military, everyone
agrees that U.S. troops are under com-
mand and control of the United States
even in these missions, that only oper-
ational oversight is delegated to who-
ever that officer might me, and under
that operational authority any U.S.
soldier is not to do anything that is in
violation of U.S. law or U.S. policy.

And so as a consequence we all know
every country in the United Nations is
hesitant about surrendering total con-
trol. But someone has to kind of out-
line the operational control so people
do not fall over each other and really
make tremendous mistakes. We have
been doing that forever. So people are
getting that mixed up, and here what
we are doing is blurring that line and
trying to get people very excited about
that.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] has spoken about what the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JONES] has said. We have got testimony
from many other military officers, in-
cluding the U.S. officer who was in
charge of the Haiti mission, who was
both under the United Nations and
under the United States, explaining
how this is harmful. So I think there
are many, many reasons that we really
should slow down and look at this.
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We also have testimony, and we have
had people saying that if this bill had
been in effect at the time President
Bush tried to assemble the world
against Saddam Hussein, he could not
have done it.

Now, think about that. Think about
that. Here we are, trying to reassemble
that coalition, to stand up to Saddam
Hussein, so here we come with this.
What kind of message is that? So we go
forward and as we advocate more and
more that the rest of the world is to
take its justifiable role, and it must
play a role, we cannot do this for the
whole world when we are only 3 percent
of the world’s population. If we are
going to insist that everybody else does
that, what are we saying when we pass
this bill?

I understand the politics of it, but I
just hope people read it and read what
our very own military people say about
it and our very own Defense Depart-
ment says about it.

I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia for his quiet leadership in this, in
trying to bring some common sense to
a heated debate.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
have heard a lot of different speakers
talk. Let me say from personal experi-
ence, I served on 7th Fleet staff and
was in charge of all defense of South-
east Asia countries. That included both
the host countries as well as our allied
countries. That was Team Spirit, Tan-
gent Flash, Cobra Gold, and others in
Southeast Asia.

Let me tell the Members why I sup-
port this bill. We need our troops under
U.S. command. Let me give a classic
example. In Somalia, the administra-
tion changed the mission from humani-
tarian to going after General Aideed.
The administration then reduced the
amount of forces, making us vulner-
able, and at the request of armor from
our own military commanders, the ad-
ministration denied that request. It
took 7 hours to get to our Rangers in
Mogadishu. We lost 18 Rangers under
U.N. control. They had tanks and
armor available to get in to those
troops. We had a person die because
they bled to death, because we could
not get to them.

All we are asking for is that our
troops are guided and administered and
operationally controlled by U.S. com-
manders and that they have the power
to request assets at the same time.

Another case, in Bosnia. Remember
when this country bombed Bosnia-
Herzegovina? Not even the President of
the United States or the Vice President
of the United States or the Secretary
of Defense of the United States knew
that U.S. troops were committed to
war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, because the
United Nations, under Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, ordered it. We are say-
ing we want our troops to fall under
U.S. control. We think that is very,
very important, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, what we have here is
an unfortunate debate at a time when
it is important to send a signal that
the country is united behind the Presi-
dent, our Commander in Chief. At this
very moment, we have dealt with mili-
tary action against Iraq for purposes
that are bipartisan in support, for
international reasons. Yet, once again,
if this bill passes, and I can hear a
train moving, the message is going to
be the United States again is going it
alone, snubbing their nose at the Unit-
ed Nations. Right now with our allies
we have had difficulty getting them to
back some of our actions in Iraq. So we
are sending an unfortunate message at
a very unfortunate time.

Be that as it may. What I think is
clear in this debate is this: No. 1, the
reason we are having this debate is, I
think appropriate, the fact that we
have to be very careful when we have
limited, temporary operational control
of foreign commanders. This has been
critically important to our constitu-
ents. They worry about this. But what
we are doing in this bill, the require-
ment for Presidential certification be-
fore putting U.S. forces under U.N. op-
eration and control, is unacceptable. It
is also unconstitutional.

Why do we want to tie the hands of
the President of the United States?
The President is the Commander in
Chief. He has to have the discretion to
place U.S. military units under limited
temporary U.N. operational control if
that is the most effective way to en-
sure our security interests.

What this bill does, it infringes on
the exclusive constitutional preroga-
tives of the President as Commander in
Chief to determine command and con-
trol assignments. The discretion to
place U.S. military units under limited
operational control of foreign com-
manders has been part of our Nation’s
security policy since its founding. The
reality is it has worked well, because
our military leaders know it is impor-
tant to not place any of our troops in
any danger and they know the sensitiv-
ity to this issue of the American peo-
ple. So why do we not let our military,
our Commander in Chief, make these
choices, instead of coming in here,
passing a bill that basically says, Unit-
ed Nations, you cannot do anything.
We are going to be the world’s police-
man. That is the message we are send-
ing.

Under longstanding U.S. policy, and
here it is, I am going to read it because
it is critically important, this is the
Clinton administration policy on re-
forming multilateral peace operations,
May of 1994:

‘‘The President retains and will never re-
linquish command authority over U.S.
forces. On a case-by-case basis, the President
will consider placing appropriate U.S. forces



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H10059September 5, 1996
under the operational control of a competent
U.N. commander for specific operations au-
thorized by the Security Council. The great-
er the U.S. military role, the less likely it
will be that the United States will agree to
have a U.N. commander exercise overall
operational control over U.S. forces.

Mr. Chairman, we do not need this
bill. This is not the right time to do it
also, at a time when our country is un-
dertaking military action. Let us sup-
port the Commander in Chief. Let us
not make this bill a big issue.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the following information re-
garding U.N. command and control:

UNITED NATIONS COMMAND AND CONTROL

The President retains and will never relin-
quish command authority over U.S. forces.
On a case by case basis, the President will
consider placing appropriate U.S. forces
under the operational control of a competent
UN commander for specific operations au-
thorized by the Security Council. The great-
er the U.S. military role, the less likely it
will be that the U.S. will agree to have a UN
commander exercise overall operational con-
trol over U.S. forces.

The Clinton Administration’s Policy on
Reforming Multilateral Peace Operations—
May 1994

Serious threats to the security of the U.S.
still exist in the post-Cold War era. When our
interests dictate, the U.S. must be willing
and able to fight and win wars, unilaterally
when necessary. Circumstances will arise,
however, when multilateral action best
serves U.S. interests in preserving or restor-
ing peace. The U.S. cannot be the world’s po-
liceman; and properly constituted, UN peace
operations can be an important instrument
for collective action.

Since our nation’s founding, the discretion
to place US military units under limited,
temporary operational control of foreign
commanders has been part of our nation’s se-
curity structure. From the siege at York-
town during the Revolutionary War to bat-
tles in Europe and the Pacific during WWII
to Operation Desert Storm, U.S. forces have
an occasion been under the tactical control
of foreign commanders.

The requirement in H.R. 3308 for a Presi-
dential certification before putting U.S.
forces under UN operation control is unac-
ceptable. As the Commander-in-Chief, the
President must have the discretion to make
the decision to place U.S. military units
under limited, temporary UN operational
control if that is the most effective way to
ensure US security interests. This bill in-
fringes on the exclusive constitutional pre-
rogative of the President as Commander-in-
Chief to determine command and control ar-
rangements.

The President retains and will never relin-
quish command authority over U.S. forces,
even when they are temporarily under the
operational control of competent UN com-
mand. Our uniformed military leadership
agrees that this restriction is an unneces-
sary step which would damage US flexibility
in protecting U.S. interests.

Q AND A ON U.N. COMMAND AND CONTROL

Background: H.R. 3308 would restrict the
ability of the President to assign forces to
mission he deems are in the national interest
by putting restrictions on participation in
UN operations. Specifically, the proposed
legislation would require the President to
present a series of certifications that are un-
reasonable and probably unconstitutional.

Q: Do you support HR 3308 on UN Com-
mand and Control?

A: First let me make one thing very clear:
the chain of command in the US military is

and always will be inviolate. It runs from the
President through the respective service
chains of command to every soldier, sailor
and airman in the military. That command
relationship is never broken.

Having said that, United States military
history is replete with examples of the US
military serving under foreign command:
from the revolutionary war, through both
World Wars and in the Gulf War.

As Commander in Chief, I also need the
flexibility, when it serves our national inter-
est—and when conditions warrant, to reserve
the option to allow US units to serve in al-
lied coalitions, under foreign operational
control.

I agree with the implied message of the bill
that the assignment of our military person-
nel in these types missions must be very
carefully considered—and I can assure you
that with the best advise of my military ad-
visors—that I do that in every case.

HR 3308 unduly restricts the flexibility of
the Commander in Chief through a series of
certifications and other restrictions, and I
would veto it if it were to reach my desk in
its current form.

COMMAND AND CONTROL OF U.S. FORCES (H.R.
3308)

Background: H.R. 3308, presently in the
HCONS Committee, limits the placement of
U.S. forces under UN operational or tactical
control by denying funding for U.S. forces
placed under UN control. The exception is if
you certify that it is in the national security
interests of the United States to do so.

Points:
The requirement in H.R. 3308 for a Presi-

dential certification before putting U.S.
forces under UN operation control is unac-
ceptable. Since our nation’s founding, the
discretion to place US military units under
temporary operational control of foreign
commanders has been part of our nation’s se-
curity structure. From the siege at York-
town during the Revolutionary War to Oper-
ation Desert Storm, U.S. forces have on oc-
casion been under the operational control of
foreign commanders.

As the Commander-in-Chief, I must con-
tinue to have the discretion to make the de-
cision to place U.S. military units under
temporary UN operational control if that is
the most effective way to ensure US security
interests. This bill infringes on my constitu-
tional prerogative as Commander-in-Chief to
determine what the correct command and
control arrangements are to achieve U.S. in-
terests.

Even when circumstances dictate that it is
best to act multilaterally to serve U.S. inter-
ests, I will never relinquish command au-
thority over U.S. forces, even when they are
temporarily under the operational control of
competent UN command.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3308, the Armed Forces Protection
Act.

The need for this legislation is appar-
ent. From 1948 to 1982, there were eight
instances where the United States par-
ticipated in a mission where members
of our military were placed under a for-
eign commander. In the 5 years since
Desert Storm, however, there have
been three instances: The 1992 U.N.
Protection Force in the former Yugo-
slavia, the 1993 U.N. Humanitarian
Force in Somalia, and the NATO Im-
plementation Force in Bosnia. Because

of the increasing number of these mis-
sions, this issue needs to be addressed.

We have had many debates in this
Chamber about the unfocused nature of
these recent missions. H.R. 3308 clari-
fies the use of our own forces in these
situations and seeks to avoid the inter-
vention of our troops in areas where we
do not have a clear national security
interest.

The President still maintains ample
latitude in overseeing the deployment
of U.S. troops under H.R. 3308. Finally,
the Congressional Research Service has
analyzed H.R. 3308 and determined that
it is consistent with the powers of Con-
gress in sections eight and nine under
article one of the Constitution.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the bill.
Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield

1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to
bring the A frame. Before I run out of
time, what is wrong with the U.N.’s
command, it brought about the death
of 19 Americans. Two of them got the
Medal of Honor for begging three times
to go down and save the lives of Ward
Officer Michael Durant’s crew. They
ended up saving Durant. The other
three crew members and those two
men, their bodies were so abused that
it cannot be discussed in public out of
sensitivity for the families. The word
beheading comes to mind.

Here is General Hoar, Central Com-
mand, goes right down to the Army
Rangers with General Harrison in be-
tween. When they got pinned down and
were trapped all night long with four of
the young Rangers bleeding to death,
five of our Delta Force men murdered
and five of the helicopter crews and
two Tenth Mountain divisions.

Over here is the Turkish commander.
I had lunch with him over there a week
after this tragedy, a fortnight after,
Lieutenant General Bier, nice man. He
told me he wanted more control. I did
not say anything to ruin his lunch.
Now you come down to Montgomery;
great guy, takes me up on a Blackhawk
over the battlefield. When I asked
about the Rangers, he said, they are
not under my command.

General Montgomery says, they are
not under my command. They are
under General Harrison’s command. I
said, who is General Harrison? He is
the commander of Operation Ranger,
another two-star. He had a mortar land
at his feet. It was a dud. We would have
lost a two-star General in Clinton’s
first adventure out into the rough
world, putting our troops under foreign
command.

Then we come down to this mixed-up
command down here, and the end re-
sult was what I rushed my words say-
ing at the end of my first remarks: 14
T–72 India tanks, and when I had said
to Generals Montgomery and Harrison,
why did you not use one of those tanks
to run through these hastily made
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roadblocks instead of getting the Unit-
ed Arab Emirates and the Mountain Di-
vision guys killed, they said, we did;
and they called Delhi and it was a Sun-
day. How about the Italians? They call
Rome. Sorry, it is a Sunday, we cannot
do this.

This is unbelievable, this compulsion
under Halperin, before he left in a huff
after getting those men killed and see-
ing our friend, Les Aspin, go down in
flames. This bill is an absolute neces-
sity. We should have a unanimous vote
in favor of it.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to my colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. TRAFICANT. No. 1, Mr. Chair-
man, I do not oppose what the Presi-
dent has done in Iraq. I support his ac-
tions.

No. 2, I think there is a very good
shot of the Democrats reclaiming the
House, and my chairman for the Com-
mittee on Armed Services will be the
gentleman from California, RON DEL-
LUMS. I think he has done a great job.

I want to talk a little bit about a big
sinkhole for American dollars, talking
about another issue. We are talking
about military and humanitarian aid
here. Look, we send soldiers with guns,
we do not send a welcome wagon. We
do not send the United Way here.

Second of all, I want to talk about
policy. I think we have gone too far.
We have given the Presidents so much
latitude they now deploy troops and
engage in activities, and then, under
the War Powers Act, they come back to
us and give us the courtesy of a con-
ference. Beam me up, here.

I think it is time to get back to the
Constitution. There is nothing wrong
with Congress setting the parameters
under which we engage. The Com-
mander in Chief keeps our troops
ready, but when the people tell the
Commander in Chief when those troops
should be deployed, then that Com-
mander in Chief takes over, not until
then, Mr. Chairman.

No one person in America can set
America into war. I think it is that
policy. I am hoping, I am hoping lead-
ers like the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] will get us back to that.
I think the most important thing the
Founders talked about and the biggest
debate was the declaration of war pow-
ers; that in England that royalty could
just go ahead and set the troops, but in
America, no one person can. I think
this is heart and soul. I think it goes
back to the Constitution. Let us set
the parameters.

By God, let us give the President au-
thority to do it once we say it shall be
done, because in America, no one per-
son can unilaterally take those ac-
tions. That is why I support this bill. I
support my amendment that our troops

are not under any foreign command,
but more importantly, our amendment
that they are not wearing any other
patches from anywhere else. They
could be there, but by God, they wear
an American and United States uni-
form. Our troops do not pledge alle-
giance to the United Nations, they
pledge allegiance to the United States
of America.

I think the bill, although it has some
concerns, can be worked out. I support
it.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise our guests in the gallery that
manifestations of approval or dis-
approval are not permitted.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. SKAGGS].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.
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Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, it is sad that an issue
of this importance and significance,
both constitutionally and for national
security policy, should be manipulated,
really for election year purposes, here
in the closing weeks of this session of
Congress. This bill is ill advised for
both constitutional law and practical
reasons, and even more fundamentally,
for constitutional policy and reciproc-
ity reasons.

The first point: It undermines abso-
lutely essential responsibilities and au-
thorities that have to be retained in
the person of the Commander in Chief,
the President of the United States. The
impracticality of trying to comply
with the waiver provision, which I am
sure is held up as some saving aspect of
this, but is really a sham, is astound-
ing. It requires a President to predict
the unpredictable, to foresee the un-
foreseeable, to promise the unprom-
isable. It does not work.

Second, constitutional policy: I agree
with my colleague from Ohio, Mr.
TRAFICANT, this body ought to be
standing up for its responsibilities
under the war powers clause. But if we
want future Presidents to respect our
prerogatives and our power and our re-
sponsibilities, we need to respect the
constitutional prerogatives and au-
thorities and powers granted to the
President in the Constitution.

To the extent that this bill basically
gives the back of our hand, for the con-
venience of a nice political slogan, here
a couple of months before the election,
gives the back of our hand to the im-
portant constitutional prerogatives of
the President of the United States, we
are in no place down the road a year or
two or five from now to stand up for
the institutional responsibilities of the
Congress under the war powers clause.
We will be in a poorer position then to
argue as we should and as we ought to
have the courage to argue: Mr. Presi-

dent, that is our call whether we go to
war, not yours.

But if we are arguing that it is our
call, how he arranges the command
structure of the Armed Forces, how in
the world are we credible on that much
more profound issue in the future?

Mr. Chairman, this bill’s defects are so se-
vere that it deserves to be defeated. These
defects are ones not only of constitutional law,
but also of constitutional policy.

The bill is unconstitutional in its attempt to
place limits on the President’s role as Com-
mander in Chief. I also think that it should be
rejected as a matter of policy. This attempted
interference with the President’s authority
under the Commander in Chief clause will in-
vite further Presidential disrespect for Con-
gress’ prerogatives under the war powers
clause, and so will undermine an essential
area of comity between the executive and leg-
islative branches. If we want the President to
respect Congress’ constitutional prerogatives,
we must respect his.

Some may say that the waiver provisions
protect the President’s proper authority. But
the fact is that even if including workable waiv-
er provisions could save the bill from constitu-
tional attack, the waiver and certification re-
quirements in this bill are not workable. As
drawn, they would require the President to see
the unforeseeable, or to be forced to choose
between a dissembling assertion of knowing
what cannot be known and an improper abdi-
cation of constitutional authority.

Mr. Chairman, time and again, this Con-
gress has treated the Constitution with mini-
mal regard. This reckless measure continues
that unfortunate pattern. I bringing it to the
House floor today, too many on the other side
of the aisle clearly put a higher priority on
bumper-sticker politics than on proper respect
for the historic and constitutionally guaranteed
authority of the President to command the Na-
tion’s Armed Forces.

Article II, section 2 of the Constitution,
states that the ‘‘President shall be Com-
mander in Chief’’ of the U.S. Armed Forces.
This bill seeks to circumvent that part of the
Constitution by placing severe limits on the
President’s ability to carry out his central na-
tional security duties. In my opinion, it should
be defeated for this reason, if for no other.

The Department of Justice agrees. In a
legal opinion, the Assistant Attorney General
has recommended that the President veto the
bill because it ‘‘unconstitutionally constrains
the President’s exercise of his constitutional
authority as Commander in Chief.’’ I’m includ-
ing this Justice Department opinion at the end
of this statement. This opinion cites clear and
longstanding legal authority to support a fun-
damental proposition: ‘‘There can be no room
to doubt that the Commander in Chief Clause
commits to the President alone the power to
select the particular personnel who are to ex-
ercise tactical and operational control over
U.S. forces,’’ The opinion explains further:

In the present context, the President may
determine that the purposes of a particular
U.N. operation in which U.S. Armed Forces
participate would be best served if those
forces were placed under the operational or
tactical control of an agent of the U.N., as
well as under a U.N. senior military com-
mander who was a foreign
national . . . Congress may not prevent the
President from acting on such a military
judgment concerning the choice of the com-
manders under whom the U.S. forces engaged
in the mission are to serve.
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1 Footnotes are at end of article.

Even if the bill were free of serious constitu-
tional flaws, it would not be in our real national
interest. Starting with the War of Independ-
ence, the United States has conducted joint
military operation with allies. In the real world,
such arrangements will be possible only with
allies on a basis of reciprocity—that is, we
must occasionally be willing to have our forces
under the command of others if we expect al-
lied forces to be placed under the operational
control of Americans. We simply can’t expect
to work effectively with our allies unless we
are prepared to share operational control in
appropriate cases.

If we refuse to ever do this, ever to share
command, in future crises we may be forced
to go it alone or to do nothing. This may serve
the political posturing of isolationists in Con-
gress and elsewhere, but it will not serve
American interests.

Many of the most significant military tri-
umphs in our history were coalition efforts that
included military command shared with our al-
lies. In 1918, during World War I, some 2 mil-
lion Americans served alongside French and
British armies under the overall coordination of
a French general. During World War II, United
States and United Kingdom commands and
staffs worked as a team to carry out combined
Allied operations against the Axis powers. The
North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO],
created in 1951, has always used an inte-
grated command structure. And in 1991, dur-
ing Operation Desert Storm, General
Swartzkopf placed a United States brigade
under the operational control of the French,
just as other allied forces were under the
operational control of United States forces.

In fact, as Members should be aware, right
now a U.S. Army division serves under the
U.N. flag in Korea, under operational control of
a South Korean general. This bill directly
threatens the continuation of this arrangement
and the essential international cooperation on
security matters it represents.

This history demonstrates how from time to
time our ability to place our forces under an
ally’s operational control—or to take such con-
trol of an ally’s forces—has enhanced our abil-
ity to establish and maintain alliances and to
fashion international coalition efforts when cir-
cumstances make that the best way for us to
pursue U.S. national interests.

This bill politicizes national security and
threatens to impair the Presidency’s ability to
make effective foreign policy and national se-
curity decisions. It should not have been
brought to the floor, and it should not pass. If
the United States is to remain a leader on the
world stage, Congress must continue to recog-
nize and respect that the President—every
President—has the constitutionally prescribed
authority as Commander in Chief to decide
how to deploy American forces.

Mr. Chairman, we all know what’s going on
here. The bill’s prohibition on U.S. troops
under U.N. operational or tactical control plays
to the frustration many citizens feel about U.S.
participation in the peacekeeping and peace-
making and humanitarian relief actions of the
U.N. But the bill ignores the real world require-
ments of dealing with threats to international
security. It should not pass.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL,

Washington, DC, May 8, 1996.

MEMORANDUM FOR ALAN J. KRECZKO, SPECIAL
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND LEGAL
ADVISER TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUN-
CIL

From Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral.

Re H.R. 3308.

This memorandum responds to your re-
quest for our views as to the constitutional-
ity of H.R. 3308, a bill that would limit the
President’s ability to place United States
armed forces under the United Nations’
(‘‘U.N.’’) operational or tactical control. We
believe that the bill is unconstitutional, and
strongly recommend that the President veto
it.

Section 3 of H.R. 3308 would add a new sec-
tion 405 to chapter 20 of title 10, United
States Code, to read as follows: ‘‘Except as
provided in subsection (b) and (c), funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available for
the Department of Defense may not be obli-
gated or expended for activities of any ele-
ment of the armed forces that after the date
of the enactment of this section is placed
under United Nations operational or tactical
control, as defined in subsection (f).’’

Proposed subsection 405(f) provides that
elements of the armed forces shall be consid-
ered to be placed under U.N. operational or
tactical control if they are under the oper-
ational or tactical control of an individual
who is acting on behalf of the U.N. in a
peacekeeping, peacemaking or similar activ-
ity, and if the senior military commander of
the U.N. force or operation is either a foreign
national or a U.S. citizen other than an ac-
tive duty U.S. military officer.

Proposed section 405 thus bars the Presi-
dent from placing U.S. armed forces partici-
pating in U.N. peacekeeping operations
under the U.N. operational or tactical con-
trol, as so defined.

Two subsections set out exceptions to the
prohibition.1 Subsection 405(c) provides that
the limitation does not apply if Congress
specifically authorizes a particular place-
ment of U.S. forces under U.N. operational or
tactical control, or if the U.S. forces in-
volved in a placement are participating in
operations conducted by the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization.

Subsections 405(b) and (d) together provide
that the President may waive the limitation
if he certifies to Congress 15 days in advance
of the placement that it is ‘‘in the national
security interests of the United States to
place any element of the armed forces under
United Nations operational of tactical con-
trol,’’ and provides a detailed report setting
forth specific items of information within
eleven district categories.2 If the President
certifies that an ‘‘emergency’’ precluded
compliance with the 15 day limitation, he
must make the required certification and re-
port in a timely manner, but no later than 48
hours after a covered operational or tactical
control is initiated.

The proposed amendment unconstitution-
ally constrains the President’s exercise of
his constitutional authority as Commander-
in-Chief. Further, it undermines his con-
stitutional role as the United States’ rep-
resentative in foreign relations. While ‘‘[t]he
constitutional power of Congress to raise and
support armies and to make all laws nec-
essary and proper to that end is broad and
sweeping,’’ United States v. O’Brien, 391 U.S.
367, 377 (1968), Congress may not deploy that
power so as to exercise functions constitu-
tionally committed to the Executive alone

for that would ‘‘pose a ‘danger of congres-
sional usurpation of Executive Branch func-
tions.’ ’’ Morrison v. Olson, 487 U.S. 654, 694
(1988) (quoting Bowsher v. Synar, 478 U.S. 714,
727 (1986)). Nor may Congress legislate in a
manner that ‘‘ ‘impermissibly undermine[s]’
the powers of the Executive Branch, Commod-
ity Futures Trading Comm’n v. Schor, [478 U.S.
833 (1986)] at 856, or ‘disrupts the proper bal-
ance between the coordinate branches [by]
prevent[ing] the Executive Branch from ac-
complishing its constitutionally assigned
functions, ‘Nixon v. Administrator of General
Services, [433 U.S. 425 (1977)] AT 433.’’ Morri-
son, 487 U.S. at 695. Even though there are
areas in which both Congress and the Presi-
dent have a constitutional voice, and in
which Congress, therefore, may rely on its
own constitutional authority to seek to
guide and constrain presidential choices, it
may not impose constraints in the areas that
the Constitution commits exclusively to the
President, See, e.g., Letter for Richard
Darman, Director, Office of Management and
Budget, from Bruce Navarro, Deputy Assist-
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative
Affairs (Feb. 2, 1990) (finding provision of
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1990 and 1991, limiting President’s abil-
ity to receive spies as ambassadors unconsti-
tutional even though President could waive
limitation if it was in the national security
interests of the United States to do so).

Article II, § 2, of the Constitution declares
that the President ‘‘shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United
States.’’ Whatever the scope of this author-
ity in other contexts, there can be no room
to doubt that the Commander-in-Chief
Clause commits to the President alone the
power to select the particular personnel who
are to exercise tactical and operational con-
trol over U.S. forces. See Fleming v. Page, 50
U.S. (9 How.) 603, 615 (1850) (‘‘As commander-
in-chief, [the President] is authorized to di-
rect the movements of the naval and mili-
tary forces placed by law at his command,
and to employ them in the manner he may
deem most effectual. . . .). Indeed, the major
object of the Clause is to ‘‘vest in the Presi-
dent the supreme command over all the mili-
tary forces,—such supreme and undivided
command as would be necessary to the pros-
ecution of a successful war.’’ United States v.
Sweeny, 157 U.S. 281, 284, 284, (1895). See also
Nordmann v. Woodring, 28 F. Supp. 573, 578
(W.D. Okla, 1939) (‘‘as Commander in Chief,
the President has the power to employ the
Army and the Navy in a manner which he
may deem most effectual’’); ‘‘The Federal-
ist’’ No. 69, at 465 (Alexander Hamilton)
(Jacob E. Cooke ed., 1961) (‘‘[The Commander
in Chief power] would amount to nothing
more than the supreme command and direc-
tion of the military and naval forces, as first
General and Admiral of the confederacy.
. . .’’). William Howard Taft, ‘‘The Bound-
aries Between the Executive, the Legislative
and the Judicial Branches of the Govern-
ment,’’ 25 Yale L. J. 599 610 (1916) (the Com-
mander-in-Chief Clause precludes Congress
from ‘‘order[ing] battles to be fought on a
certain plan’’ or ‘‘direct[ing] parts of the
army to be moved from one part of the coun-
try to another.’’); George Sutherland,
‘‘Constitutinal Power and World Affairs’’ 76–
77 (1919) (‘‘in the actual conduct of military
operations, in the field where the battles are
being fought, in the movement, disposition
and discipline of the land and naval forces,
the Commander-in-Chief is supreme,’’). As
Attorney General (later Justice) Robert
Jackson explained, ‘‘the President’s respon-
sibility as Commander in Chief embraces the
authority to command and direct the armed
forces in their immediate movements and
operations designed to protect the security
and effectuate the defense of the United
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States, . . . [T]his authority undoubtedly in-
cludes the power to dispose of troops and
equipment in such manner and on such du-
ties as best to promote the safety of the
country. ‘‘Training of British Flying Stu-
dents in the United States,’’ 40 Op. Att’y
Gen. 58, 61–62 (1941).

It is for the President alone, as Com-
mander-in-Chief, to make the choice of the
particular personnel who are to exercise
operational and tactical command functions
over the U.S. Armed Forces. True, Congress
has the power to lay down general rules cre-
ating and regulating ‘‘the framework of the
Military Establishment,’’ Chappell v. Wal-
lace, 462 U.S. 296, 301 (1983); but such frame-
work rules may not unduly constrain or in-
hibit the President’s authority to make and
to implement the decisions that he deems
necessary or advisable for the successful con-
duct of military missions in the field, includ-
ing the choice of particular persons to per-
form specific command functions in those
missions. Thus, for example, the President’s
constitutional power to appoint a particular
officer to the temporary grade of Marine
Corps brigadier general could not be under-
cut by the failure of a selection board, oper-
ating under a general statute prescribing
procedures for promotion in the armed serv-
ices, to recommend the officer for that pro-
motion. ‘‘Promotion of Marine Officer,’’ 41
Op. Att’y Gen. 291 (1956). As Attorney Gen-
eral Rankin advised President Eisenhower on
that occasion, ‘‘[w]hile Congress may point
out the general class of individuals from
which an appointment may be made . . . and
may impose other reasonable restrictions
. . . it is my opinion that the instant statute
goes beyond the type of restriction which
may validly be imposed. . . . It is recognized
that exceptional cases may arise in which it
is essential to depart from the statutory pro-
cedures and to rely on constitutional author-
ity to appoint key military personnel to po-
sitions of high responsibility.’’ Id. at 293, 294
(citations omitted).3 In the present context,
the President may determine that the pur-
poses of a particular U.N. operation in which
U.S. Armed Forces participate would be best
served if those forces were placed under the
operational or tactical control of an agent of
the U.N., as well as under a U.N. senior mili-
tary commander who was a foreign national
(or a U.S. national who is not an active duty
military officer). Congress may not prevent
the President from acting on such a military
judgment concerning the choice of the com-
manders under whom the U.S. forces engaged
in the mission are to serve.

Moreover, in seeking to impair the Presi-
dent’s ability to deploy U.S. Armed Forces
under U.N. operational and tactical com-
mand in U.N. operations in which the United
States may otherwise lawfully participate.
Congress is impermissibly undermining the
President’s constitutional authority with re-
spect to the conduct of diplomacy. See, e.g.,
Department of Navy v. Egan, 484 U.S. 518, 529
(1988) (the Supreme Court has ‘‘recognized
‘the generally accepted view that foreign
policy was the province and responsibility of
the Executive’ ’’) (quoting Haig v. Agee, 453
U.S. 280, 293–94 (1981)); Alfred Dunhill of Lon-
don, Inc. v. Republic of Cuba, 425 U.S. 682, 705–
06 n. 18 (1976) (‘‘[T]he conduct of [foreign pol-
icy] is committed primarily to the Executive
Branch.’’); United States v. Louisiana, 363 U.S.
1, 35 (1960) (the President is ‘‘the constitu-
tional representative of the United States in
its dealings with foreign nations’’); ‘‘Acquisi-
tion of Naval and Air Bases in Exchange for
Over-Age Destroyers,’’ 39 Op. Att’y Gen. 484,
486 (1940) (Jackson, Att’y Gen.) (the Con-
stitution ‘‘vests in the President as a part of
the Executive function’’ ‘‘control of foreign
relations’’). U.N. peacekeeping missions in-
volve multilateral arrangements that re-

quire delicate and complex accommodation
of a variety of interests and concerns, in-
cluding those of the nations that provide
troops or resources, and those of the nation
or nations in which the operation takes
place. The success of the mission may de-
pend, to a considerable extent, on the na-
tionality of the commanding officer, or on
the degree to which the operation is per-
ceived as a U.N. activity (rather than that of
a single nation or bloc of nations). Given
that the United States may lawfully partici-
pate in such U.N. operations, we believe that
Congress would be acting unconstitutionally
if it were to tie the President’s hands in ne-
gotiating agreements with respect to com-
mand structures for those operations.4

It might be argued that section 405 does
not impose a significant constraint on the
President’s constitutional authority because
it grants the President the authority to
waive the prohibition whenever he deems it
in the ‘‘national security interest’’ of the
United States to do so, provided he reports
his decision to execute a waiver to Congress
15 days in advance. If he certifies that an
emergency is present, he may avoid the 15
day limitation and make a report in a timely
manner, but no later than 48 hours after
troops are placed under U.N. command.
Thus, functionally, section 405 effects only a
conditional ban on the President’s constitu-
tional authority to control the tactical and
operational deployment of U.S. forces.5 Con-
gress cannot, however, burden or infringe the
President’s exercise of a core constitutional
power by attaching conditions precedent to
the exercise of that power. Attorney General
Brownell put the matter well:

‘‘It is recognized that the Congress may
grant or withhold appropriations as it choos-
es, and when making an appropriation may
direct the purposes to which the appropria-
tion shall be devoted. It may also impose
conditions with respect to the use of the ap-
propriation, provided always that the condi-
tions do not require operation of the Govern-
ment in a way forbidden by the Constitution.
If the practice of attaching invalid condi-
tions to legislative enactments were permis-
sible, it is evident that the constitutional
system of the separability of the branches of
Government would be placed in the gravest
jeopardy.’’ ‘‘Authority of Congressional
Committees to Disapprove Action of Execu-
tive Branch,’’ 41 Op. Att’y Gen. 230, 233 (1955).

Similarly, then-Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral Rehnquist opined: ‘‘Even in the area of
domestic affairs, where the relationship be-
tween Congress and the President is bal-
anced differently than it is in the field of ex-
ternal affairs, virtually every President
since Woodrow Wilson had had occasion to
object to certain conditions in authorization
legislation as being violative of the separa-
tion of powers between the Executive and
the legislative branch. The problem would be
met in exacerbated form should Congress at-
tempt by detailed instructions as to the use
of American forces already in the field to su-
persede the President as Commander-in-
Chief of the armed forces.’’ William H.
Rehnquist, Assistant Attorney General, Of-
fice of Legal Counsel, ‘‘The President and
the War Power: South Vietnam and the Cam-
bodian Sanctuaries,’’ 21 (May 22, 1970).6

We are mindful that Congress has framed
its restriction on placing troops under U.N.
control as a prohibition on the obligation or
expenditure of appropriated funds. That Con-
gress has chosen to invade the President’s
authority indirectly, through a condition on
an appropriation, rather than through a di-
rect mandate, is immaterial. Broad as Con-
gress’ spending power undoubtedly is, it is
clear that Congress may not deploy it to ac-
complish unconstitutional ends.7 In particu-
lar, as our Office has insisted over the course

of several Administrations, ‘‘Congress may
not use its power over appropriation of pub-
lic funds ‘to attach conditions to Executive
Branch appropriations requiring the Presi-
dent to relinquish his constitutional discre-
tion in foreign affairs,’ ’’ 16 Op. O.L.C. 18, 30
(1992) (preliminary print) (quoting 14 Op.
O.L.C. 38, 42 n.3 (1990) (preliminary print)
(quoting 13 Op. O.L.C. 311, 315 (1989) (prelimi-
nary print)).8

Accordingly, we believe that H.R., 3308 is
unconstitutional, and strongly recommend
that the President veto it.

FOOTNOTES

1 There is also an exception made for ongoing oper-
ations in Macedonia and Croatia.

2 As detailed in subsection 405(d), the report must
include eleven distinct elements. It must set forth
(1) a description of the national security interests
that would be served by the troop placement; (2) the
mission of the U.S. forces involved; (3) the expected
size and composition of the U.S. forces involved; (4)
the precise command and control relationship be-
tween the U.S. forces involved and the U.N. com-
mand structure; (5) the precise command and con-
trol relationship between the U.S. forces involved
and the commander of the U.S. unified command for
the region in which those U.S. forces are to operate;
(6) the extent to which the U.S. forces involved will
rely on other nations’ forces for security and defense
and an assessment of the capability of those foreign
forces to provide adequate security to the U.S.
forces involved; (7) the exit strategy for complete
withdrawal of the U.S. forces involved; (8) the extent
to which the commander of any unit proposed for
the placement would at all times retain the rights
to report independently to superior U.S. military
authorities and to decline to comply with orders
judged by that commander to be illegal or beyond
the mission’s mandate until such time as that com-
mander has received direction from superior U.S.
military authorities; (9) the extent to which the U.S.
retains the authority to withdraw any element of
the armed forces from the proposed operation at any
time and to take any action it considers necessary
to protect those forces if they are engaged; (10) the
extent to which the U.S. forces involved will be re-
quired to wear as part of their uniform a device indi-
cating U.N. affiliation; and (11) the anticipated
monthly incremental cost to the U.S. of participa-
tion in the U.N. operation by U.S. forces proposed to
be placed under U.N. operational or tactical control.

3 The Acting Attorney General’s opinion relied
chiefly on Congress’ inability to undermine the
President’s authority under the Appointments
Clause, U.S. Const. art. II, #2, rather than on the
promotion procedure’s effect on the Commander-in-
Chief power. The President’s appointment power is
not at issue here, because the foreign or other na-
tionals performing command functions at the Presi-
dent’s request would be discharging specific military
functions, but would not be serving in federal of-
fices. See Memorandum to Andrew Fois, Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legislative Affairs, from
Richard L. Shiffrin, Deputy Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, Office of Legal Counsel. Re: Defense Authoriza-
tion Act at 2n.1 (Sept. 15, 1995), Nonetheless, we be-
lieve that the reasoning under the Commander-in-
Chief Clause closely parallels that under the Ap-
pointments Clause.

4 Past Presidents have committed U.S. forces to
foreign command. For example, at a time of great
military and diplomatic exigency during the First
World War, President Woodrow Wilson agreed, after
discussions with our allies, to place U.S. forces
under General Foch, as French commander. General
Pershing called on General Foch at his headquarters
to say, ‘‘[i]nfantry, artillery, aviation, all that we
have are yours; use them as you wish,’’ 8 Ray
Stannard Baker, ‘‘Woodrow Wilson; Life and Let-
ters’’ 60 (1939). See also id, at 62 (President Wilson’s
telegram to General Foch, stating that ‘‘[s]uch
unity of command is a most hopeful augury of ulti-
mate success’’); id, at 69–70 (resolution of Supreme
War Council, stating that General Foch ‘‘is charged
by the British, French and American Governments
with the coordination of the action of the Allied Ar-
mies on the Western Front; to this end there is con-
ferred on him all the power necessary for its effec-
tive realization’’).

5 Arguably, section 405 effects a complete ban on
the use of appropriated funds to support troops
under U.N. control in circumstances when the Presi-
dent would find such a deployment advisable but not
strictly in the national security interest of the Unit-
ed States. We doubt, however, that such a cir-
cumstance is more than hypothetically possible. If
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the President found it advisable to place U.S. forces
under U.N. control, then, ipso facto, it would be in
the national security interest to place those troops
under U.N. control. To the extent that a contrary
circumstance could truly arise, then section 405 is
unconstitutional.

6 In a footnote to the text quoted above, Mr.
Rehnquist added: ‘‘All of these Presidents have stat-
ed in one way or another that just because Congress
concededly may refrain from appropriating money
at all, it does not necessarily follow that it may at-
tach whatever condition it desires to an appropria-
tion which it does make.’’

7 See United States v. Klein, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 128
(1872) (appropriations act unconstitutionally
intruded on President’s pardon power); United States
v. Lovett, 328 U.S. 303, 316 (1946) (appropriations
power misused to impose bill of attainder); cf. Metro-
politan Washington Airports Auth. v. Citizens for the
Abatement of Aircraft Noise, Inc., 301 U.S. 252, 271
(1991) (Congress may not use its power over Federal
property to achieve ends by indirect means that it is
forbidden to achieve directly); Frost & Frost Trucking
Co. v. Railroad Comm’n, 271 U.S. 583, 594 (1926) (State
legislature cannot attach unconstitutional condi-
tion to privilege that it may deny), See also ‘‘Mu-
tual Security Program—Cutoff of Funds from Office
of Inspector General and Comptroller,’’ 41 Op. Att’y
Gen. 507, 530 (1960) (Att’y Gen. Rogers) (‘‘the Con-
stitution does not permit any indirect encroach-
ment by Congress upon [the] authority of the Presi-
dent through resort to conditions attached to appro-
priations’’); ‘‘Constitutionality of Proposed Legisla-
tion Affecting Tax Refunds,’’ 37 Op. Att’y Gen. 56, 61
(1933) (Att’y Gen. Mitchell) (‘‘This proviso can not be
sustained on the theory that it is a proper condition
attached to an appropriation. Congress holds the
purse strings, and it may grant or withhold appro-
priations as it chooses, and when making an appro-
priation may direct the purposes to which the appro-
priation shall be devoted and impose conditions in
respect to its use, provided always that the condi-
tions do not require operation of the Government in
a way forbidden by the Constitution.’’); ‘‘Memorial
of Captain Meigs,’’ 9 Op. Att’y Gen. 462, 469–70 (1860)
(concluding that appropriations bill that contained
condition that money be spent only under super-
vision of congressionally-designated individual was
invalid); William P. Barr, contribution to sympo-
sium on ‘‘The Appropriation Power and the Nec-
essary and Proper Clause,’’ 68 Wash. U.L.Q. 623, 628
(1990) (‘‘Congress cannot use the appropriations
power to control a Presidential power that is beyond
its direct control’’); Harold H. Koh, ‘Why the Presi-
dent (Almost) Always Wins in Foreign Affairs: Les-
sons of the Iran-Contra Affair,’’ 97 Yale L.J. 1255,
1303 n.218 (1988) (citing support for view that Con-
gress acts unconstitutionally if it refuses to appro-
priate funds for President to carry out his constitu-
tional responsibilities); Kate Stith, ‘‘Congress’
Power of the Purse,’’ 97 Yale L.J. 1343, 1351 (1988);
Louis Henkin, ‘‘Foreign Affairs and the Constitu-
tion’’ 115 (1972) (‘‘Congress cannot impose conditions
which invade Presidential prerogatives to which the
spending is at most incidental’’).

8 See also ‘‘The President’s Compliance with the
‘Timely Notification’ Requirement of Section 501(b)
of the National Security Act,’’ 10 Op. O.L.C. 159, 169–
70 (1986) (‘‘[W]hile Congress unquestionably pos-
sesses the power to make decisions as to the appro-
priation of public funds, it may not attach condi-
tions to Executive Branch appropriations that re-
quire the President to relinquish any of his constitu-
tional discretion in foreign affairs.’’).

This limitation on legislative power has also been
acknowledged by Members of Congress. See Orrin
Hatch, contribution to symposium, ‘‘What the Con-
stitution Means by Executive Power,’’ 43 U. Miami
L. Rev. 197, 200–01 (1988) (‘constitutional foreign pol-
icy functions may not be eliminated by a congres-
sional refusal to appropriate funds. The Congress
may not, for example, deny the President funding to
receive ambassadors, negotiate treaties, or deliver
foreign policy addresses. . . . Congress oversteps its
role when it undertakes to dictate the specific terms
of international relations.’’); Eli E. Nobleman, ‘‘Fi-
nancial Aspects of Congressional Participation in
Foreign Relations,’’ 289 Annals Am. Acad. Pol. &
Soc. Sci. 145, 150 (1983) (citing remarks of Represent-
ative Daniel Webster, objecting on constitutional
grounds in 1826 to appropriations rider that pur-
ported to attach instructions to United States dip-
lomats).

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER].

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 3308,
which would establish important limi-
tations on the President’s ability to
place U.S. troops under United Nations
or other foreign command. It would
clarify that the President must certify
that placing U.S. troops under foreign
control is in the national interest and
that Congress must have a role in ap-
proving such actions.

Given the recent involvement of U.S.
troops in peacekeeping missions in So-
malia, Bosnia, Macedonia, and Haiti—
sometimes under the operational con-
trol of foreign commanders—this meas-
ure is most timely.

The Constitution is itself silent on
this matter, and the President is using
a self-prescribed directive to guide his
actions. I believe this is too important
an issue for such treatment. The Con-
stitution expressly gives the Congress
the power and responsibility to declare
war, ‘‘raise and support Armies,’’ ‘‘pro-
vide and maintain a Navy,’’ and ‘‘make
all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution’’
such powers. The Congress clearly has
important prerogatives in this regard.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate Rep-
resentative LONGLEY for introducing
this important measure, and urge its
support.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of
discussion about what is in this bill
and what is not in this bill. I would
like to discuss what is in the bill and
focus on that and conclude the debate
on that basis.

First of all, we are talking about the
fact that U.N. operations have become
of late a much more common phenome-
non.

Second, we have seen in the last sev-
eral years commitments of United
States forces to U.N. operational con-
trol in places like Haiti, Croatia, Mac-
edonia, including over 22,000 American
forces now deployed in Bosnia. We have
seen the recent unfortunate experience
of the commitment of American forces
in a combined United States-U.N. oper-
ation in Somalia that led to the tragic
death of 18 valiant Rangers.

What we are also recognizing in this
piece of legislation is that despite the
many deficiencies that we have seen in
the conduct of U.N. operations, we rec-
ognize that there may be situations
where it is in the national security in-
terest of the United States to partici-
pate in them, and we have made appro-
priate provisions for that.

I would also point out that I stand
here as a Member who has on at least
3 occasions broken with his own leader-
ship to oppose his leadership’s efforts
to, in my view, interfere with the au-
thority of the President of the United
States, including most recently I spoke
on the resolution that was on the floor
that would have in my view interfered
with the President’s ability to success-
fully conclude the Dayton Peace Ac-
cords.

Again, I am proud to do that when I
think it is in the best interests of this
country to do so. Yet, I think it is clear
that we need to recognize that the
United Nations is not a military orga-
nization.

I heard earlier remarks referring to
the fact that there are sometimes hu-
manitarian missions and sometimes
there are war-fighting missions. The
bottom line, as the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] said, is that
when you send an American soldier
overseas with a rifle, by its very na-
ture, it involves the risk of war or war-
fighting, and we need to operate on
that basis.

We have made provisions for four sep-
arate situations wherein the President
can commit forces if he deems it in the
best interests of the United States. We
have provided a 15-day time line in the
event that he sees the necessity for a
commitment of American forces before
he needs to file any kind of certifi-
cation.

We have provided for an emergency
commitment of American forces where
he has the opportunity to provide jus-
tification within 48 hours. We have also
provided exceptions for, yes, if Con-
gress were to authorize that action, or
if it is an operation commenced under
the NATO forces, if our forces were to
be committed in fulfillment of our
commitment to NATO.

However, I think we also need to
spend a minute to talk about what are
we talking about in terms of certify-
ing. We are talking about that we want
an outline of what is the national secu-
rity interest involved, what is the mis-
sion going to be? What kinds of forces?
What are the command and control re-
lationships? What are the command
and control relationships between the
American commander and the unified
American command that is responsible
for that region of the world? All en-
tirely reasonable and this should be
done anyway.

But what we are doing is saying: Mr.
President, provide that to the Con-
gress.

I want to end on a personal note, be-
cause when we look at the incident in
October 1993 of those 18 Rangers that
were killed in Mogadishu, 2 of them
were from my State, M. Sgt. Gary Gor-
don was awarded the Medal of Honor,
Sgt. Tommy Fields was killed in ac-
tion.

When you look at that operation, you
see that they did have armor as part of
the force. The problem was that the
armor was under the command of an-
other country, and when the first bul-
lets flew, the tanks and the armored
personnel carriers abandoned our
troops in the field. We need to prevent
that from happening in the future.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman,
few institutions have enabled the expression
of the noblest ideas of humankind as has the
United Nations. Listen to the words that begin
the Charter of the United Nations written 50
years at the end of World War II:

We the peoples of the United Nations de-
termined to save succeeding generations
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from the scourge of war, which twice in our
lifetime has brought untold sorrow to man-
kind, and

to reaffirm faith in fundamental human
rights, in the dignity and worth of the
human person, in the equal rights of men
and women and of nations large and small,
and

to establish conditions under justice and
respect for the obligations arising from trea-
ties and other sources of international law
can be maintained, and

to promote social progress and better
standards of life in larger freedom, and

for these ends to practice tolerance and
live together in peace with one another as
good neighbors. . . .

Listening to those words and seated at the
conference to establish the United Nations in
San Francisco in April 1945 were Mary
McLeod Bethune of the National Council of
Negro Women, Mordecai W. Johnson of How-
ard University, W.E.B. DuBois and Walter
White of the NAACP.

These are not just words. After speaking
with the brave and noble men that serve
under U.N. command, I can conclude that they
are proud to be a part of a military that brings
together all countries that have common inter-
est. A U.N. representative from MINURSO sta-
tioned in Tundouf said, ‘‘It allows me to make
my life count for something and it allows me
to give back to the ones that are less fortunate
than I.’’ The United Nations is a sum of the
whole of all nations.

The command and control of armed forces
of the United Nations are men and women
that make sure that our enemies are kept at
bay, that regional security and peace are more
than just words, and prevention of further ag-
gression by any one state. The War Powers
Act is not absolute. The United States cannot
be the world’s policemen. We need the United
Nations.

Chapter VII, article 51 of the U.N. Charter
states that if an armed attack occurs against
a member of the United Nations, we must take
the measures necessary to maintain inter-
national peace and security.

This is the wrong time to implement this bill.
Iraq has violated international law, Security
Council Resolution 688. Our vital national in-
terests are at stake. Bosnia, Haiti, and other
countries that require chapter VI type activities
are vital to protect the weak from the strong.

This bill is wrong, it ties the President’s
hands. In peacetime, they protect us. I cannot
with good conscience support this bill, the
United States Armed Forces Act. I would like
to just conclude that multilateralism does mat-
ter.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, as
a U.S. Army veteran myself, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 3308, the United States
Armed Forces Protection Act. This bill takes
important steps to ensure the protection of our
troops overseas. While it may not go as far as
some of us would like, it makes considerable
progress to ensure that we protect the inter-
ests of those who risk their lives by putting on
the uniform of the U.S. military.

We remember what happened earlier in the
Clinton administration, in Somalia, where our
United States troops had to rely on U.N.
forces for backup. It cost 19 of our men and
women in uniform their lives. I will not allow
their lives to be forgotten. I will continue ag-
gressively to ensure that our men and women
in uniform do not have to rely on the United
Nations for backup that may or may not come.

H.R. 3308 extends proper protection to the
men and women of the U.S. Armed Forces,
who have been sent to serve in U.N. peace-
keeping operations. In particular, the bill pro-
hibits U.S. service members form performing
duties under the administrative or tactical con-
trol of foreign officers, unless the President
certifies to the Congress that such command
relationships serve the national security inter-
est of the United States.

The bill also directs the President to submit
to the Congress first, the national security in-
terest that will be advanced by their mission;
second, the size, composition, and involve-
ment of the U.S. forces; third, the command
and control relationship of involved U.S. forces
and the U.N. command structure, and fourth
the exit strategy for U.S. forces. It also re-
quires that members of the armed forces be
informed of their unit’s mission and their chain
of command in any operation to which their
unit has been assigned.

I also fully support provision which will en-
sure that our men and women in uniform are
not required to wear the insignia of the United
Nations or any other foreign entity. I have co-
sponsored legislation that would protect our
men and women from this, and am pleased to
support it here today.

Finally, I would add that this is the fourth
time this Congress has had this issue under
consideration. Unfortunately, President Clinton
has rejected this proposal before. Perhaps he
will change his mind on it and sign the bill this
time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in support of H.R. 3308, hopefully the final
step in a journey which began long ago by
Members who doubted the wisdom and con-
stitutionality of placing U.S. troops under for-
eign command.

We began with a letter to President Clinton
in opposition to Presidential Review Directive
13, which later became Presidential Decision
Directive 25. We carried on that fight in com-
mittee, arguing with the State Department
about the tragic deaths of American heroes in
Somalia, including Randall Shughart from my
district.

We included a prohibition on foreign com-
mand deployments in the Contract With Amer-
ica and worked to have it included in Defense
authorization bills, all the while tightening loop-
holes.

We thought we were successful in attaching
these provisions to last year’s Defense author-
ization bill. That bill also included a number of
provisions that would improve the quality of
life for American service personnel. Unfortu-
nately, that bill was vetoed by the President.

We stand here today with a clean bill, deal-
ing solely with the issue of foreign command
of American troops. In recent years, foreign
command—and U.N. command in particular—
has not served the United States well.

A great amount of confusion surrounded our
deployment in Somalia, confusion that directly
resulted in the deaths of American Rangers.
Never again do I want to be placed in a posi-
tion of explaining the needless deaths of
American servicemen because of ineffective
command and control arrangements.

This bill will prevent future Somalias. It
states simply that Americans will not serve
under foreign command, unless the President
reports it is in our best interest. It allows for
our continued involvement in NATO, and
would not impact existing operations in Mac-
edonia and Croatia.

In short, the bill will restore wisdom and sta-
bility to any future deployments. I thank Chair-
man SPENCE and Chairman GILMAN for their
leadership on this issue, and I urge all Mem-
bers to offer this bill their support.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered read for amendment under the
5-minute rule.

The text of H.R. 3308 is as follows:
H.R. 3308

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘United
States Armed Forces Protection Act of
1996’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND CONGRESSIONAL POLICY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows:
(1) The President has made United Nations

peace operations a major component of the
foreign and security policies of the United
States.

(2) The President has committed United
States military personnel under United Na-
tions operational control to missions in
Haiti, Croatia, and Macedonia that could en-
danger those personnel.

(3) The President has deployed over 22,000
United States military personnel to the
former Yugoslavia as peacekeepers under
NATO operational control to implement the
Dayton Peace Accord of December 1995.

(4) Although the President has insisted
that he will retain command of United
States forces at all times, in the past this
has meant administrative control of United
States forces only, while operational control
has been ceded to United Nations command-
ers, some of whom were foreign nationals.

(5) The experience of United States forces
participating in combined United States-
United Nations operations in Somalia, and in
combined United Nations-NATO operations
in the former Yugoslavia, demonstrate that
prerequisites for effective military oper-
ations such as unity of command and clarity
of mission have not been met by United Na-
tions command and control arrangements.

(6) Despite the many deficiencies in the
conduct of United Nations peace operations,
there may be unique occasions when it is in
the national security interests of the United
States to participate in such operations.

(b) POLICY.—It is the sense of Congress
that—

(1) the President should consult closely
with Congress regarding any United Nations
peace operation that could involve United
States combat forces and that such consulta-
tions should continue throughout the dura-
tion of such activities;

(2) the President should consult with Con-
gress before a vote within the United Na-
tions Security Council on any resolution
which would authorize, extend, or revise the
mandate for any such activity;

(3) in view of the complexity of United Na-
tions peace operations and the difficulty of
achieving unity of command and expeditious
decisionmaking, the United States should
participate in such operations only when it
is clearly in the national security interest to
do so;

(4) United States combat forces should be
under the operational control of qualified
commanders and should have clear and effec-
tive command and control arrangements and
rules of engagement (which do not restrict
their self-defense in any way) and clear and
unambiguous mission statements; and

(5) none of the Armed Forces of the United
States should be under the operational con-
trol of foreign nationals in United Nations
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peace enforcement operations except in the
most extraordinary circumstances.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of sub-
sections (a) and (b):

(1) The term ‘‘United Nations peace en-
forcement operations’’ means any inter-
national peace enforcement or similar activ-
ity that is authorized by the United Nations
Security Council under chapter VII of the
Charter of the United Nations.

(2) The term ‘‘United Nations peace oper-
ations’’ means any international peacekeep-
ing, peacemaking, peace enforcement, or
similar activity that is authorized by the
United Nations Security Council under chap-
ter VI or VII of the Charter of the United Na-
tions.
SEC. 3. PLACEMENT OF UNITED STATES FORCES

UNDER UNITED NATIONS OPER-
ATIONAL OR TACTICAL CONTROL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 20 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 404 the following new section:
‘‘§ 405. Placement of United States forces

under United Nations operational or tac-
tical control: limitation
‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in

subsections (b) and (c), funds appropriated or
otherwise made available for the Depart-
ment of Defense may not be obligated or ex-
pended for activities of any element of the
armed forces that after the date of the enact-
ment of this section is placed under United
Nations operational or tactical control, as
defined in subsection (f).

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION FOR PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFI-
CATION.—(1) Subsection (a) shall not apply in
the case of a proposed placement of an ele-
ment of the armed forces under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control if the
President, not less than 15 days before the
date on which such United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control is to become ef-
fective (or as provided in paragraph (2)),
meets the requirements of subsection (d).

‘‘(2) If the President certifies to Congress
that an emergency exists that precludes the
President from meeting the requirements of
subsection (d) 15 days before placing an ele-
ment of the armed forces under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control, the
President may place such forces under such
operational or tactical control and meet the
requirements of subsection (d) in a timely
manner, but in no event later than 48 hours
after such operational or tactical control be-
comes effective.

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL EXCEPTIONS.—(1) Sub-
section (a) shall not apply in the case of a
proposed placement of any element of the
armed forces under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control if Congress spe-
cifically authorizes by law that particular
placement of United States forces under
United Nations operational or tactical con-
trol.

‘‘(2) Subsection (a) shall not apply in the
case of a proposed placement of any element
of the armed forces in an operation con-
ducted by the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation.

‘‘(d) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATIONS.—The
requirements referred to in subsection (b)(1)
are that the President submit to Congress
the following:

‘‘(1) Certification by the President that it
is in the national security interests of the
United States to place any element of the
armed forces under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control.

‘‘(2) A report setting forth the following:
‘‘(A) A description of the national security

interests that would be advanced by the
placement of United States forces under
United Nations operation or tactical control.

‘‘(B) The mission of the United States
forces involved.

‘‘(C) The expected size and composition of
the United States forces involved.

‘‘(D) The precise command and control re-
lationship between the United States forces
involved and the United Nations command
structure.

‘‘(E) The precise command and control re-
lationship between the United States forces
involved and the commander of the United
States unified command for the region in
which those United States forces are to oper-
ate.

‘‘(F) The extent to which the United States
forces involved will rely on forces of other
countries for security and defense and an as-
sessment of the capability of those other
forces to provide adequate security to the
United States forces involved.

‘‘(G) The exit strategy for complete with-
drawal of the United States forces involved.

‘‘(H) The extent to which the commander
of any unit of the armed forces proposed for
placement under United Nations operational
or tactical control will at all times retain
the right—

‘‘(i) to report independently to superior
United States military authorities; and

‘‘(ii) to decline to comply with orders
judged by the commander to be illegal or be-
yond the mandate of the mission to which
the United States agreed with the United
Nations, until such time as that commander
receives direction from superior United
States military authorities with respect to
the orders that the commander has declined
to comply with.

‘‘(I) The extent to which the United States
will retain the authority to withdraw any
element of the armed forces from the pro-
posed operation at any time and to take any
action it considers necessary to protect
those forces if they are engaged.

‘‘(J) The extent to which United States
forces involved will be required to wear as
part of their uniform any badge, symbol, hel-
met, headgear, or other visible indicia or in-
signia that indicates affiliation to or with
the United Nations.

‘‘(K) The anticipated monthly incremental
cost to the United States of participation in
the United Nations operation by the United
States forces which are proposed to be placed
under United Nations operational or tactical
control.

‘‘(e) CLASSIFICATION OF REPORT.—A report
under subsection (d) shall be submitted in
unclassified form and, if necessary, in classi-
fied form.

‘‘(f) UNITED NATIONS OPERATIONAL OR TAC-
TICAL CONTROL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, an element of the Armed Forces shall
be considered to be placed under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control if—

‘‘(1) that element is under the operational
or tactical control of an individual acting on
behalf of the United Nations for the purpose
of international peacekeeping, peacemaking,
peace-enforcing, or similar activity that is
authorized by the Security Council under
chapter VI or VII of the Charter of the Unit-
ed Nations; and

‘‘(2) the senior military commander of the
United Nations force or operation is a for-
eign national or is a citizen of the United
States who is not a United States military
officer serving on active duty.

‘‘(g) INTERPRETATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion may be construed—

‘‘(1) as authority for the President to use
any element of the armed forces in any oper-
ation; and

‘‘(2) as authority for the President to place
any element of the armed forces under the
command or operational control of a foreign
national.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
subchapter I of such chapter is amended by
adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘405. Placement of United States forces
under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control: lim-
itation.’’.

(b) EXCEPTION FOR ONGOING OPERATIONS IN
MACEDONIA AND CROATIA.—Section 405 of
title 10, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), does not apply in the case of ac-
tivities of the Armed Forces as part of the
United Nations force designated as the Unit-
ed Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR)
that are carried out—

(1) in Macedonia pursuant to United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 795, adopt-
ed December 11, 1992, and subsequent reau-
thorization Resolutions; or

(2) in Croatia pursuant to United Nations
Security Council Resolution 743, adopted
February 21, 1992, and subsequent reauthor-
ization Resolutions.
SEC. 4. REQUIREMENT TO ENSURE THAT ALL

MEMBERS KNOW MISSION AND
CHAIN OF COMMAND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 37 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 656. Members required to be informed of

mission and chain of command
‘‘The commander of any unit of the armed

forces assigned to an operation shall ensure
that each member of such unit is fully in-
formed of that unit’s mission as part of such
operation and of that member’s chain of
command.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:
‘‘656. Members required to be informed of

mission and chain of com-
mand.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment
shall be in order except those printed
in House Report 104–774, which may be
considered only in the order specified,
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the ques-
tion.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on an amendment, and
reduce to 5 minutes the minimum time
for electronic voting on any postponed
question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening busi-
ness, provided that the minimum time
for electronic voting on the first in any
series of questions shall be 15 minutes.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
104–774.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SPENCE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SPENCE:
Page 3, after line 18, insert the following

new paragraph (and redesignate the succeed-
ing paragraphs accordingly):

(1) the President should fully comply with
all applicable provisions of law governing
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the deployment of the Armed Forces of the
United States to United Nations peacekeep-
ing operations;

Page 10, line 19, strike out ‘‘and’’.
Page 10, line 22, strike out the period, close

quotation marks, and period at the end and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘; or’’.

Page 10, after line 22, insert the following:
‘‘(3) as superseding, negating, or otherwise

affecting the requirements of section 6 of the
United Nations Participation Act of 1945 (22
U.S.C. 287d).’’.

Page 11, beginning on line 4, strike out ‘‘as
part of the United Nations force designated
as the United Nations Protection Force
(UNPROFOR)’’.

Page 11, line 8, insert after ‘‘Macedonia’’
the following: ‘‘as part of the United Nations
force designated as the United Nations Pre-
ventive Deployment Force (UNPREDEP)’’.

Page 11, line 10, insert after ‘‘1992,’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘and Resolution 983, adopted March
31, 1995,’’.

Page 11, line 12, insert after ‘‘Croatia’’ the
following: ‘‘as part of the United Nations
force designated as the United Nations Tran-
sitional Administration for Eastern
Slavonia, Baranja, and Western Sirmium
(UNTAES)’’.

Page 11, beginning on line 13, strike out
‘‘Resolution 743, adopted February 21, 1992,’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘Resolution 1037,
adopted January 15, 1996,’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 517, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and a
Member opposed each will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is a technical and clarify-
ing amendment that should be non-
controversial. The amendment does
three things. First, it adds a new find-
ing stating that the President should
fully comply with all applicable laws
when deploying United States forces to
participate in United Nations peace-
keeping operations. This is a useful
clarification to ensure there is no am-
biguity on the relationship between
this legislation and other applicable
statutes governing the participation of
United States forces in United Nations
operations.

The second component of the amend-
ment would specifically clarify that
this bill in no way supersedes, negates
or otherwise affects the United Nations
Participation Act.

Finally, the bill makes minor con-
forming changes and updated ref-
erences to a number of United Nations
Security Council resolutions that have
changed since this bill was introduced.

Again, I believe all of these things
are useful and necessary minor
changes, and I urge my colleagues to
support the amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we do not rise in oppo-
sition to the amendment and there is
no organized opposition, so that 5 min-
utes is not useful. I would simply con-
cur in the explanation of the amend-
ment offered by my distinguished col-
league from South Carolina, Mr.
SPENCE.

The amendment provides that the
President must act consistent with
United Nations Participation Act, sim-
ply stating that the President must act
consistent with appropriate laws. In
this gentleman’s humble opinion, that
is noncontroversial, and I would echo
the sentiments of my colleagues, that
it is, A, noncontroversial and, B, that
it is, in part, technical.

I would urge my colleagues to adopt
the amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to rise to thank
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE]. The problems have been
corrected by this manager’s amend-
ment, which was the primary reason I
was the lone vote against this bill in
committee.

I am very appreciative of the assist-
ance of Chairman SPENCE in making
this bill a very much better bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
want to quickly clarify my position.

If the President puts our sons and
daughters in harm’s way and under the
United Nations control, he must get
congressional authorization. Chairman
SPENCE’s manager’s amendment does
clarify that and makes it a much bet-
ter bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
rise in opposition to the amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 104–774.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARTLETT OF
MARYLAND

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT] and I offer an amend-
ment made in order by the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment Offered by Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland: At the end of the bill, add the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. 5. PROHIBITION ON REQUIREMENT FOR

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES
TO WEAR UNIFORM ITEMS OF THE
UNITED NATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 45 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 777. Insignia of United Nations: prohibition

on requirement for wearing
‘‘No member of the armed forces may be

required to wear as part of the uniform any

badge, symbol, helmet, headgear, or other
visible indicia or insignia which indicates (or
tends to indicate) any allegiance or affili-
ation to or with the United Nations except in
a case in which the wearing of such badge,
symbol, helmet, headgear, indicia, or insig-
nia is specifically authorized by law with re-
spect to a particular United Nations oper-
ation.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:
‘‘777. Insignia of United Nations: prohibition

on requirement for wearing.’’.
Page 9, strike out lines 11 through 16.
Page 9, line 17, strike out ‘‘(K)’’ and insert

in lieu thereof ‘‘(J)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 517, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT] and a Mem-
ber opposed, each will control 20 min-
utes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] will be
recognized for 20 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT], a coauthor of the amend-
ment, be allowed to control half of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maryland?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will control
10 minutes of the time in support of
this amendment.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
BARTLETT] is recognized.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
offer today is very simple. It will pro-
hibit any member of the Armed Forces
from being forced to wear any badge,
symbol, helmet, head gear, or other
visible insignia which indicates alle-
giance or affiliation to the United Na-
tions unless specifically authorized by
Congress.

The centerpiece of my amendment is
our soldiers’ status. Many of our mili-
tary personnel believe that when they
don their battle dress uniforms with
accoutrements from the United Na-
tions, they become U.N. soldiers. In-
deed, in some cases they are placed
under the operational control of a U.N.
commander who has not taken an oath
to defend the Constitution, but has
rather taken an exclusive oath of alle-
giance to the United Nations.

The concern of our men and women
of the Armed Forces is corroborated by
Vice President AL GORE who, during a
funeral for the soldiers who died in a
friendly fire accident over Iraq, in an
attempt to console the families, said
the following, and I quote: ‘‘I offer my
condolences to the families of those
who died in the service of the United
Nations,’’ end quote.
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Clearly, in at least the Vice Presi-

dent’s mind, our soldiers were fighting
as U.N. soldiers. We must never allow
this to happen again.

Second, one brave U.S. Army medic,
Specialist Michael New, had the cour-
age to challenge the President’s policy
of requiring our troops to wear the uni-
form of the United Nations. It is impor-
tant to remember that Michael New
was not anti-U.N. He served with dis-
tinction in other U.N. operations, spe-
cifically, in Kuwait. However, in that
operation Specialist New was required
to wear the uniform of the United
States, not the U.N. insignia.

b 1215

When Michael New was ordered to go
to Macedonia as part of Operation Able
Sentry, he was told he would be re-
quired to wear the blue beret and sol-
dier patch of the United Nations. Be-
lieving that he had no allegiance to the
United Nations, he questioned the au-
thority of this order. For his faithful-
ness to the United States, Michael New
was court-martialed and given a bad
conduct discharge which will follow
him for the rest of his life.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I offer
today will not affect Michael New or
his case. However, it will prevent this
situation from ever happening again.
Our servicemen and women must al-
ways fight as U.S. soldiers and must
never be asked to choose allegiances
between the United States and the
United Nations.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to join forces
with the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT] on this amendment. I
believe that this has come to light in
the case of Michael New. I believe it
does pose some significant military
questions that must be answered and
resolved, and I believe the case for such
resolution rests in the Congress of the
United States.

Some people say there is micro-
management here. I do not quite be-
lieve that. I think everybody agrees
that our military personnel must fol-
low orders. There must be a chain of
command and a disciplinary structure
which ensures the operational integ-
rity of their missions, and the struc-
ture of their management and com-
mand.

However, this has gone on maybe a
little far with the case of Michael New,
sent over to do peacekeeping work in
Macedonia. Sometimes I question all
this peacekeeping. I think we need a
little peacekeeping at our borders and
some of our cities, but that is not the
point. Michael New went along with
the program, but had a serious ques-
tion of wearing insignia, patches, and
berets, that signified the U.N. oper-
ation.

As you know, Michael New was
court-martialed. All of the legal activi-

ties have been contrary to the wishes
certainly of the Michael New legal di-
lemma. Michael New has lost almost
every single legal skirmish he has had
over the issue. But I want to say here
on the House floor today that Michael
New presents to the Congress a legiti-
mate concern about how far we have
gone beyond some practicality here.

What did Michael New say? He is not
covered by this decision. He says, ‘‘I
will go, I will serve my country, but
I’m only going to wear that uniform of
the United States of America.’’

I think Michael New in his defeat has
offered Congress an opportunity to re-
flect upon themselves and put some
sanity back into this whole operation
of so-called peacekeeping. We do not
send soldiers over with guns because of
all these humanitarian concerns. They
are there because they are in imminent
danger.

I firmly believe that this amendment
is very strict and straightforward. It
would remove section (J) from this bill,
and it would say that when our troops
are dispatched on official business, in
harm’s way, they will wear an Amer-
ican, United States of America, uni-
form, and they will wear only that uni-
form because the Congress today said
so. If there is a compelling reason for
that to be waived, the Congress of the
United States shall approve that deci-
sion.

I am one that believes the Congress
has allowed too much authority to the
White House. This is not a slap at
President Clinton. This is taking a
look at the operations of Congress and
what the Constitution sets out for us.
Congress declares war, Congress sets
the parameters by which we operate,
and Congress instructs. Within that
charge, the Commander in Chief runs
the operation, never deploys those
troops without our approval, never en-
gages in harm’s way without our ap-
proval and, by God, I think we should
repeal the War Powers Act where a
President could take a unilateral ac-
tion and give us the courtesy of some
conference.

So I think the Michael New case
burns at Congress, and it should. I
think Michael New, twice-decorated
veteran, was certainly not insubordi-
nate to his country, and I think he un-
derscores the fact that when our young
men and women walk into that recruit-
ing office and they take the oath, they
take it to the Untied States of Amer-
ica, not to the United Nations.

I will say one last thing about the
United Nations. Congress should be in-
vestigating that sinkhole of patronage.
There is more patronage and corrup-
tion at the United Nations than there
would be in most of the scarred politi-
cal processes that we discussed in our
legendary history.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I support
the amendment. I am hoping the Con-
gress would support the amendment. It
is not an attempt to in fact microman-
age. It is an attempt to right a wrong.
It is an attempt to stand up for those

soldiers and troops that say ‘‘I’m put-
ting my life on the line, but by God I
will wear our uniform,’’ and, finally, I
think it is time to take a look at the
Constitution. The Constitution is quite
clear, if we want to take broad inter-
pretation and analysis, ‘‘No person
holding any office of profit or trust
shall, without the consent of Congress,
accept any present, emolument, office
or title of any kind whatsoever, from
any kind prince or foreign state.’’

We can provide and participate in all
these U.N. activities but, by God, we
could wear our uniform. The world
knows it, they understand it, and they
respect it a hell of a lot more than that
beret.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
again advise our guests that manifesta-
tions of support or opposition are not
permitted from the gallery.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment
is all about is that it prohibits U.S.
forces from wearing U.N. insignia with-
out congressional authorization. We
can rap, get emotional, and hit bumper
strip accords to gain applause from the
gallery. Easy to do. I know how to do
it. I have done it for 30 years. Easy to
do. What is not easy is to confront the
issue on substantive grounds and ad-
dress the issue in significant terms, not
for applause but for what is important,
the reality of what we are dealing with.

Some have said, ‘‘We don’t want to
pledge allegiance to the United Na-
tions.’’

This is not about pledging allegiance
to anyone. That is a copout. That is a
game. I challenge any Member who
makes that statement to prove it. But
uninformed, unelightened public opin-
ion will applaud that comment, be-
cause it is rooted in ignorance. It is
rooted in fallacious ideas. Where are
we asking any American troop? I
served in the U.S. Marine Corps. No-
body asked me to pledge allegiance to
the United Nations.

What this is about is wearing insig-
nia. When I was in the Marine Corps, if
I violated a lawful order, I was court-
martialed. Anyone in this room who
served in the military knows that.

My distinguished colleague from
Ohio, whom I love, talked about one
person who said, ‘‘No, I’m not going to
wear the U.N. insignia.’’ Who told him
to wear the U.N. insignia? Was it
Boutros Boutros-Ghali, who you keep
raising as this big bogeyman on the
floor, again to gain uninformed,
unenlightened emotional applause.

No, it was an American military offi-
cer that said, ‘‘We will wear these uni-
forms.’’ No foreign government. No
U.N. American.

I say to my colleague and all Mem-
bers in this Chamber, the day that you
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open the door and say a military per-
son has a right to violate a direct law-
ful order, forget about it. Forget about
it.

What are you saying to yourselves?
What are we saying to our people?
What are we saying to our children
when we make this comment? No, you
can only abide by the laws that you
agree with? Is that the society we are
talking about? There are a whole lot of
people out there that take that posi-
tion. We call them criminals.

Military, that is a whole other kind
of world out there when we start talk-
ing about violating a direct lawful
order. Why do people wear insignias?
One, is to make sure that we all know
who is on the same team. When you are
dealing with a variety of different
countries with different uniforms,
there needs to be something there that
says, ‘‘Hey, we’re all in this together,
different colors, different languages.’’

Mr. Chairman, the Judge Advocate
General of the Army has said, and I
quote, ‘‘Soldiers have a duty to obey
lawful orders. To allow soldiers the
right to pick and choose which lawful
orders they want to obey would, with-
out question, utterly destroy good
order and discipline in the ranks.’’

How many times have my colleagues
here talked about good order and dis-
cipline?

Congress, Mr. Chairman, should not
interfere with the U.S. military’s abil-
ity to set rules and regulations which
enhance military discipline and protect
soldiers’ lives.

This is not about a campaign slogan.
This is not about applause. This is
about saving people’s lives.

For this reason, the Veterans of For-
eign Wars, the people who went out
there and put their lives on the line,
whether we agreed or disagreed with
why they were out there, they were out
there because the country made that
decision. While opposed to placing U.S.
troops in operations exclusively under
U.N. command, and they have taken
that position, on this particular
amendment, on this issue, has stated
that it cannot condone Specialist
New’s action in refusing a direct and
lawful order. My colleagues postulate
an amendment based on a violation of
a lawful order.

Col. Harry Summers, a highly deco-
rated retired U.S. Army Colonel and a
nationally syndicated columnist called
Specialist New’s conviction ‘‘necessary
and proper,’’ and he noted, ‘‘Conscience
is a slippery slope indeed, for if soldiers
obey the dictates of their conscience
and refuse to obey the orders of their
military and civilian superiors, democ-
racy itself is imperiled.’’

I believe in conscience, and I support
people who conscientiously stand up
and say, ‘‘I choose not to wage war.’’ I
believe in that. Or people who say, ‘‘I
conscientiously choose not to want kill
another human being.’’ I believe in
that.

Once you are there and start playing
this game, you are going down a very
slippery slope.

Understand, Mr. Chairman, what is
being said here beyond the applause.
This endangers U.S. military safety.
Why am I saying that? Wearing com-
mon identifying insignia is a proven—
not hypothetical, not experimental—
proven way for individual members of
military units to enhance their own
safety and prevent potentially deadly
confusion in the field. It can also pro-
tect one from friendly fire. Everybody
knows who is on the same team, Mr.
Chairman.

This is a especially important when
units from different nations wearing
different basic uniforms are serving to-
gether in an operation. Restricting the
use of such insignia and markings
could contribute to increased casual-
ties for American personnel serving in
these operations.

If we want to debate whether they
ought to be in the operations, we can
agree or disagree on that. I believe that
the body politic ought to allow for hon-
est debate on issues. We can discuss
whether they ought to be there or not.
I have got my point of view. You have
yours. But once they are there, this is
about the safety of the very lives that
you all stand up and talk about revers-
ing so much.
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Further, a recently adopted inter-
national convention provides impor-
tant legal protections to U.N. peace-
keepers and can bring enforcement ac-
tions against those who attack them.
These protections are available only to
personnel who have clearly identified
themselves as U.N. peacekeepers by the
use of standard insignia. U.S. personnel
could be deprived of equal inter-
national legal status merely for want
of a U.N. patch. Something very bi-
zarre, Mr. Chairman, and extreme
about that.

U.S. courts have consistently upheld
the right of the military to establish
rules and regulations which contribute
to military discipline. Hopefully, at
the end of the day the larger objective,
the safety of our American military
forces. I keep repeating, it is about life.
It is not about somebody’s election. It
is not about some uninformed,
unenlightened emotional applause. It is
about looking at the substantive issue
here.

We can throw in the little code
words, but this is about the insignia.
We ought to stay focused on what the
debate is. If you want to debate war
powers, I am with you. You want to
challenge Presidents who talk about
taking troops unilaterally, I am with
you. This is about putting on an insig-
nia that I believe is dangerous.

Goldman versus Weinberger, 1986,
states that to accomplish its mission
the military must foster instinctive
obedience, unity, commitment and es-
prit de corps. The military need not en-
courage debate or tolerate protest to
the extent such tolerance is required
by the civilian state under the first
amendment.

Brown versus Glines, 1980, states that
military personnel must be ready to
perform their duty whenever the occa-
sion arises, to ensure that they are al-
ways capable of performing their mis-
sion promptly and reliably. The mili-
tary services must insist upon ‘‘a re-
spect for duty and a discipline without
counterpart in civilian life.’’

The courts have ruled on this. So we
offer an amendment because one person
says, I do not want to wear this U.N.
insignia in the military. This is viola-
tion of a lawful order of an American
commander. Anybody that says that
that is wrong, stand up, prove it to me
now. You cannot. The man was given a
lawful order by an American person,
American military person. Now, if you
can violate that, then what other laws
can somebody slip by? I want to paint
a swastika on some black guy’s bar-
racks. Hey, it is cool. You can do this.
We offer an amendment to say it is fine
to do that. We would not. There is no
one here that would have the audacity.
I respect everyone in this Chamber
that no one would come to that level of
absurdity. You are close to it here. You
are close to it here.

So one guy says you can wear a patch
but do not wear the head gear. Now we
are getting to a level of nuance that is
almost comical.

Mr. Chairman, I would conclude by
saying I think this is a terrible amend-
ment. It should never have come this
far. I believe in my heart of hearts, I
believe to a moral certainty that there
are Members in this Chamber who
know how bizarre this amendment is,
who have served in the military, who
understand what insignia is really all
about and understand what safety is
really all about. And in their guts they
know whether they will stand up on
the floor and talk about it is another
matter, whether they will vote appro-
priately is another matter, but they
know what command and control is.
They know what good order and dis-
cipline is, and they know what viola-
tion of a lawful order is all about.

This is not about allegiance. This is
about an insignia that keeps good
order, good discipline, and safety
among the troops. If we could come
back to that, this amendment would
disappear.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not, this
amendment is not about Michael New,
and that is something of a distraction.
But since he has been brought into it,
I would simply say that he and all of
our other military personnel have been
told not to obey an unlawful order.
Whether or not this is a lawful order is
now being tested in the courts. The
courts will decide whether or not it
was a lawful order.

Second, none of our troops can be
sent on a U.N. mission without the
permission of the Congress, because the
U.N. Participation Act says that chap-
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ter 7, they have all been chapter 7, the
Congress must give permission. If they
get permission to deploy the troops,
they can give permission to wear the
insignia if that is necessary.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if
I could have the attention of my friend,
the gentleman from California, Mr.
RON DELLUMS, and he knows where I
come from, I would like to explain to
you why that for many of us this is
very, very important.

First of all, I agree with the gen-
tleman; I would not disobey a lawful
order that was given to me, even
though I disagreed with it. There is a
chain of command in the military and
a proper procedure that you should fol-
low through.

I would also say that in my young
years, I also made a lot of mistakes,
and Michael New and others, I think, I
do not think it was necessarily a mis-
take. I think that is what we are trying
to alleviate here in this particular
case, where we do not put our young
men and young women in this situa-
tion. I talked about Somalia a minute
ago, but I would be remiss unless I
talked about Lebanon under a Repub-
lican administration. I am not talking
either one here. Then also in Bosnia,
where I think it is important that the
President knows. There is another case
in which helicopters were shot down in
a free fly zone. The U.N. controlled it.
The AWACS was not notified. The F–
15’s were not notified. We lost two heli-
copters. Under those circumstances, I
think if this body let us, our people
know that they are under U.N. control,
then that is fine. All we are trying to
do is alleviate that particular situa-
tion.

I do not need a U.N. patch to let me
know, no more than my friend that
served in the Marine Corps knows or I
have no doubt that there is anyone
that when we serve with a foreign
country that the U.S. Marine Corps
uniform, the U.S. Navy, Air Force,
whatever it happens to be, who we rep-
resent. All we are saying is that to
wear that patch, it should require this
body, who also agrees to allow them to
serve under the United Nations.

What causes one to pick up a flag on
the battlefield or charge a hill, it is
pride. We have a lot of pride in our U.S.
military.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today to oppose this
amendment in the strongest possible
terms. I certainly want to associate
myself with the comments of our rank-
ing member. I thought he was elegant
in performing really the task here of
explaining why it is so important that
we shut down this amendment.

We cannot be selective and arbitrary
in enforcement of military orders. I re-

member in my first military assign-
ment, I looked around and it was inter-
esting, we all had the same uniform on.
In that process, we all transformed
ourselves into a team. It made us bet-
ter. Not only that, but it identified us
from all of the other individuals in
other units throughout that area.

Each new assignment I took I put on
a new insignia. I put on a new insignia
and identified myself with a new team.
That new team than took on a new rel-
evance to my life and to all of those
around, and all the other military or-
ganizations throughout the world knew
who we were.

Mr. Chairman, to prohibit U.S. forces
from wearing the U.S. identification
marks on their person while serving in
authorized U.N. operations is wrong-
headed and dangerously unsafe.

Incidentally, why do we hate the
United Nations so much? Why? With
the United Nations and NATO, we have
preserved peace on the planet for all
practical purposes for the last 40 years.
Where is the failure of the United Na-
tions? It is not a failure.

Yes, there are problems in the United
Nations. We do not have to endorse ev-
erything they do. But in the overall,
they have been very successful.

Has everyone forgotten here, inciden-
tally, the extreme difficulty we have
had in identifying friend and foe in
military operations? Anybody here in
the military?

Have we forgotten, too, the multiple
sets of friendly fire that we have had in
our own military experiences on the
battlefield because we could not iden-
tify our own people? Now we are going
to say we are going to invite ourselves
into a United Nations operation with-
out identifying ourselves to the Paki-
stanis, to the French, to whomever else
we are with. How is it that they are
going to identify us? This is going to
make us a target. Not only is it going
to make us a target from the foe, it is
going to make us a target of our
friends. It makes no sense.

Finally, this amendment establishes
the most outrageous congressional
micromanagement of military activi-
ties I have ever witnessed. This is a
precedent that we will come to regret
deeply in the months and years ahead.
It is not too late, it is not too late to
avoid this mistake. Just vote no on
this outrageous amendment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes and 30 seconds.

I think the statement by Mr. DEL-
LUMS was not only eloquent but very
intelligent. I do take some exception to
it, though.

I think with WTO, GATT, United Na-
tions, trilateral commissions, council
of foreign relations, I think we are get-
ting a little diluted on allegiance
around here. I might be seen as a na-
tionalist and some people call me an
isolationist, but by God I am Amer-
ican. That is where my allegiance is.

I wanted to say this to the chairman,
did Rosa Parks stand up against what
was considered a lawful order in Mont-

gomery? Yes, it was a civilian for sure.
But Rosa Parks felt it was wrong. She
was willing to bear the burden. She was
willing to endure wrath, maybe be shot
and killed, but she believed in the Con-
stitution. Rosa Parks was being treat-
ed unconstitutionally.

Michael New went to his command-
ers, yes, it is about New. But one
American has changed the tide of his-
tory many times. Rosa Parks, Martin
Luther King, maybe Michael New, be-
cause the only recourse is here in Con-
gress. What did Michael New say? He
went to his commander and said, I will
do it, show me the constitutionality of
it. Show me, because I do not want to
do it, but show me.

For lack of an answer, it is recorded
and I want it quoted on the House floor
here today, the commander’s answer
was, take this as an answer, it looks
fabulous. It looks fabulous.

Yes, Michael New violated an order.
He suffered great pains for it. But that,
in a microcosm, has brought the issue
to the final resolver of issues, the peo-
ple, the Congress of the United States.
And I think, yes, this will tone down
some of this madness of dilution of al-
legiance. I think it is there. I think the
Congress should address it.

In the little bit of time I have left,
let me say this, we can talk about all
these substantive issues, but it was in-
dividual Americans who took issue. It
was those individual Americans, the
Rosa Parks who stood there and said,
by God, I do not know what Constitu-
tion you are interpreting but I inter-
pret it differently.
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Mr. Chairman, that is what Michael
New said, and we have come down to
the Constitution on military activity. I
do not think the Constitution even ap-
plies anymore. We have surrendered it.

So let us stay focused on it. There is
no one here that is trying to make any
political statements. I think it is a via-
ble issue; let us stay on that issue.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, this is
as good a debate as we have had on this
House floor in a long, long time, but it
is because of the quality of intellectual
potency of the two gentlemen on this
side of the aisle and some over here.
But the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT] beat me to the punch about
a letter from a Birmingham jail. What
civil disobedience is all about, whether
it is Jesus or Gandhi or Reverend Mar-
tin Luther King, is a measured re-
sponse to a law one thinks is illegal
and taking the consequences.

I picked up the telephone, as the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Personnel of the Committee
on National Security, and called Mi-
chael New in Germany a year ago, be-
fore all of this started, and I advised
him to obey an order, even if he



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH10070 September 5, 1996
thought it was unlawful. I had just
come back from Macedonia.

I have to correct something I said
earlier. We were repainting all our
Blackhawk helicopters pure white. The
men called them white hawks. I flew on
one. It made me a little uncomfortable.
They could tell what they were, but up
in Bosnia they were taking Dutch and
Ukranian U.N. forces, stripping them
of their blue braids, taking their shoes
off and taking their weapons away
from them and chaining them to minor
little tactical targets. That is how
much respect some people in that God
forsaken place had for U.N. personnel.

But I said to Michael New, ‘‘Obey
this order. Macedonia is fascinating.’’ I
did not say he would look fabulous. I
said, ‘‘I know what you mean. I know
how important headgear is and certain
regalia,’’ and, as the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PETERSON] said, ‘‘Yes, in-
signias that identify you with a small
or tactical team. Ask our Green Berets
how they feel about their green beret.’’

He said, Congressman, in all due re-
spect I cannot put on that foreign rega-
lia. I took an oath to defend the U.S.
Constitution and wear its uniform.

I said, ‘‘Are you married?’’
He said, ‘‘No.’’
I said, ‘‘Are your parents behind

you?’’
He said, ‘‘Yes sir.’’
I said, ‘‘You’re walking into a mine

field. They’re going to come down on
you with a court marshal hammer.’’

He said, ‘‘Sir, I’m ready to take my
medicine.’’

I said, ‘‘Well, we may readdress this
sometime in the Congress, but I can’t
back you up through the court mar-
shal, but I do think the order you’ve
been given is illegal.’’

Now I think it is unlawful. I think he
stood up against an unlawful order, and
it is for us, and I will take an hour spe-
cial order tonight to go into this in
more detail to eventually correct what
happened to him.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Let me go very quickly, first, to the
constitutional question raised by the
gentleman from Ohio.

If we interpret an insignia as an
emolument or a title, then the gentle-
man’s argument about the Constitu-
tion would be relevant and would make
sense. I do not think an insignia is a
bestowing of title or providing an
emolument. It is simply what it is,
marking an insignia.

Second, both of my colleagues have
raised the issue of protest and raised
Rosa Parks for various obvious rea-
sons. I am an African American here,
but I do not shirk from that. There are
points at which protest in this gentle-
man’s opinion not only make sense but
that laws ought to be changed in order
to address the issues being raised by
the protest. But there are certainly
some issues raised by some protest
that should not require change in law.
I believe this is one of them, and I
stand resolute on that point.

Third, we are now talking about the
final point and come to it, gentlemen
from California, Ohio. In the military,
my colleagues are talking about a unit
of people. Now remember there are
many of my colleagues in here who op-
posed gays in the military, as bizarre
as that position is. Why did they do it?
Because they think that it violates
unit cohesion.

Now military force is unit cohesion,
and when somebody says I am not
going to obey, we have got the life and
safety of everyone around them de-
pending on that level of cohesion. Why
can you not see that this is also a safe-
ty issue beyond politics?

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH] who is an original cospon-
sor of this amendment.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Maryland
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to also
clear up some things. This amendment
again is not about Michael New, but he
certainly initiated the discussion, he is
a brave young man, and I just wanted
it clear in the RECORD that in Michael
New’s trial the judge took judicial no-
tice that this was a lawful order, and
they were never able to debate the fact
that this was not a lawful order.

Michael New took 3 months to make
his final decision. He studied, he con-
sulted with everyone from his com-
manders clear up to the Congress. He
was very precise and his thinking pat-
tern was very deliberate.

Congress determines what the regula-
tions for the uniforms should be, and
this was not a lawful order that was
given to Michael New, and his oath
says I will obey lawful orders. The uni-
form is very, very, very important to
the military, as we heard from the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM]. If we doubt that, ask Ad-
miral Boorda. Well, we cannot now, but
the uniform was very, very important
to that man, and we saw the outcome
of that.

This amendment is a good amend-
ment and makes good policy and good
sense for the Congress. The men and
women in the Armed Forces did not
take an oath to Boutros Boutros-Ghali,
nor to wear the U.N. baby blue. That
was not their oath.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT] that he has 11⁄2 minutes
remaining and the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] has the right
to close.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
might I inquire how much time exists
on all sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT] has 11⁄2
minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] has 21⁄2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] has 3
minutes remaining.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that 1 of my
minutes be given to the gentleman
from Maryland for him to yield as he
sees fit.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. I ap-

preciate that very much and yield that
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
California [Mrs. SEASTRAND].

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this amend-
ment. Never in the history of the Unit-
ed Nations have so many troops been
committed to so many costly and di-
verse missions. Nowadays the United
Nations muscle, its blue-helmeted sol-
diers, seem to be everywhere. The Unit-
ed States alone has contributed over
48,000 personnel to U.N. missions
around the globe, and as has been stat-
ed today, regrettably the United States
has undertaken the practice of placing
our U.S. military personnel under the
operational control of the United Na-
tions and its commanders.

But, Mr. Chairman, I just would like
to remind everyone that our men and
women in the Armed Forces have
taken an oath to defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States, not the U.N.,
and if our men and women in the
armed services are willing to risk their
lives serving this country, they have
the right to serve under U.S. command
wearing a U.S. uniform.

We must also remember that our
Armed Forces do serve the blue, but I
will tell my colleagues it is the red,
white and blue of our Nation’s flag and
not the blue of the United Nations.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 11⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Safety is a two-
edged sword. I do not think there is
anything wrong with an insignia. But I
think that should be an American in-
signia, that the world should know
that if they shoot one of those soldiers,
by God, they are not shooting some-
body from the U.N. peacekeeping force,
they are shooting an American, and
there is nothing here that says we can-
not put an insignia on peacekeepng ac-
tivities.

But I think what is here deals with
the individual plight of an American
that felt he was wronged and it should
be righted, and it has come to the place
of final decision. Where should Michael
New go? To Knesset? Should he go to
the Diet? Should he go to some par-
liament? Michael New took the fall.
He, like Rosa Parks and others in our
history, took a stand. Now we have got
to make a decision.

I know exactly how I feel. Damn it,
create an American insignia that lets
the world know:

‘‘When you shoot this soldier, by
God, you are shooting and American,
and don’t do it because the Congress of
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the United States will come after you
with a Commander in Chief.’’

I think it is time this whole delusion
of allegiance be addressed. I think we
are, often, too many damn allegiances
around here.

What we are saying today is:
‘‘You put that insignia on, make an

American insignia. Someone shoots
one of our people, they’re just not
shooting at some U.N. peacekeeping
force, because I will tell you what.
Peacekeepers don’t wear guns.’’

I am hoping we pass this amendment.
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Maryland is recognized for 11⁄2
minutes.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, relative to the issue of alle-
giance, I would just like to say it is my
understanding that all of the com-
manders in Macedonia take an exclu-
sive oath of allegiance to the United
Nations.

I would like to say to my friends on
the other side of the aisle that this is
not an issue of safety or identification.
Our troops have performed spectacu-
larly in past U.N. operations in which
they wore the standard U.S. uniform. I
think everybody recognizes a U.S. sol-
dier.

Second, a bright baby blue cap and
shoulder pads do not make our troops
any safer. I believe this is equivalent to
when we removed the brass from our
officers’ battle dress uniforms. How-
ever, if the administration determines
it is absolutely necessary for our
troops to wear some kind of additional
identification, Congress has the power
to authorize such wear. Although the
Clinton administration has chosen to
ignore U.S. law, all U.N. peacekeeping
operations that are mandated under
chapter 7 of the U.N. charter must re-
ceive prior congressional approval be-
fore such a deployment. Therefore,
there is ample opportunity for Con-
gress to authorize the wear of such
identification symbols if they are need-
ed and requested.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
about what our military is; it is about
what our military stands for and what
our soldiers’ allegiances are. If my col-
leagues oppose this amendment and do
not believe that things we attach to a
uniform are significant enough to war-
rant this debate, I ask them to remem-
ber for a moment the tragic case of
Adm. Jerry Boorda. Uniforms are sym-
bols of what we are. They represent our
values and our culture.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Bartlett-Chenoweth-Traficant amend-
ment.

Mr. DELLUMS. To close debate, Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, insig-
nias are important. Uniforms are im-
portant. All of us who have served un-
derstand that. This amendment is im-
portant too. I believe, however, it is a

politically inspired and arbitrary
amendment. It is, if one thinks about
it, it is at the bottom a political end
run around the jurisdiction and author-
ity of our military commanders who
say to those within their charge:

Wear this particular color helmet or
headgear or insignia, not only for the
purpose of showing friendship to your
comrades from another nation who
fight besides you to protect freedom
around the world, but for your own
safety as well.

This Congress would say those com-
manders are wrong, we politicians, in
the safety of this House, know better.
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Mr. Chairman, I have a feeling this is
about more than just one soldier who
does not know how to obey orders. I
think it is about multinational mili-
tary missions, or, as the gentleman
from Ohio refers to them, too damned
many allegiances.

In this century alone, the United
States military has taken part in 15
multinational military missions, from
the 2,000 soldiers and marines in the
British-led 8-nation force in 1900 re-
sponding to the Boxer Rebellion in
China through the 2 million U.S. sol-
diers in World War I under the armed
allied command of French Marshall
Ferdinand Foch to the most well-
known, widespread, and successful
military venture in history, the Allied
operations of World War II in Europe.
The United States and United King-
dom’s commands were interlayered,
and United States units were often sub-
ordinated to the British commanders
numerous times, including in Italy, in
Normandy, and the China-Burma-In-
dian theater. Those experiences made
the U.S. military a strong proponent of
coalition warfare and a world leader
besides.

The point to keep in mind here is the
purpose of multinational efforts is to
create a military advantage for our
people, to create the safety for our
Armed Forces. Never has any U.S.
President, including, of course, this
one, who ordered a multinational ar-
rangement, never for a second has one
of those Presidents lost direct control.

It is for the Armed Forces of the
United States to follow the commands
of the Commander in Chief, to follow
the commands of their military com-
mander. Do not let one soldier who
would not do that decide what the laws
of this land shall be.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of the Bartlett amendment to
the United States Armed Forces Protection
Act, H.R. 3308. This amendment, which will
prohibit U.S. military personnel from being
forced to wear the uniform or any visible insig-
nia of the United Nations unless authorized by
Congress, was prompted by the Michael New
case.

Specialist Michael New is a two-time deco-
rated veteran. While serving in Macedonia,
Specialist New refused an order to wear the
uniform of the United Nations. Specialist New
refused to wear the U.N. uniform and insignia

because he had taken an oath to protect and
defend the U.S. Constitution from enemies for-
eign and domestic not the United Nations or
its charter. As result of Specialist Michael
New’s actions he was court martialed, con-
victed, and dishonorably discharged.

I support his decision not to wear the United
Nations’ uniform. Unfortunately, this amend-
ment comes too late for Specialist Michael
New. However, it will insure that no American
will be put in Michael New’s situation. Never
should an American soldier be forced to
choose allegiances between the United States
and the United Nations.

As to the broader issue regarding U.S. and
U.N. troops serving together, for the past few
years I have heard from many constituents
concerned about U.S. troops serving under
United Nations’ control and command. Con-
stituents back home in my district do not want
the President to put U.S. troops under the
command and control of the United Nations.
Mr. Chairman, we need to pass this amend-
ment and the underlying bill in order to ensure
that the President does not place our troops in
harms way in U.N. uniforms under U.N. con-
trol.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I
support both the Bartlett amendment and the
Spence amendment to H.R. 3308.

The Bartlett amendment will prohibit U.S.
military personnel from being forced to wear
the uniform or any visible insignia of the Unit-
ed Nations unless specifically authorized by
Congress. Article II, section 2 of the U.S. Con-
stitution gives the President of the United
States the sole responsibility as the Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States, and of the militia of the several
States, when called in to actual service of the
United States. Therefore, I firmly believe that
wearing any emblem from any foreign nation
or international organization is unconstitu-
tional. Currently, the bill only requires the
President to certify to Congress the extent to
which U.S. troops would be required to wear
U.N. insignia. With the adoption of the Bartlett
amendment, the President will be required to
seek congressional approval before requiring
U.S. troops to wear U.N. insignia.

In regard to the adoption of the Spence
amendment to the bill, I believe this provision
is an important change that will allow me to
support the bill. This amendment recognizes
the law and provisions within the Constitution
of the United States as ‘‘superseding, negat-
ing, or otherwise affecting the requirements of
section 6 of the United Nations Participation
Act.’’ Consequently, this provision clarifies that
the U.S. commanding authority will always su-
persede any U.N. authority and command re-
garding the participation of U.S. troops.

With the inclusion of these amendments, I
urge my colleagues to vote for this legislation
to restore America’s sovereignty from the Unit-
ed Nations.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 276, noes 130,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 404]

AYES—276

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clayton
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt

Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller

Whitfield
Wicker

Wise
Wolf

Young (FL)
Zimmer

NOES—130

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Barrett (WI)
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Campbell
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clement
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
DeLauro
Dellums
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner

Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hinchey
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaFalce
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)

Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Porter
Rangel
Reed
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Thornton
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—27

Chapman
Chrysler
Collins (IL)
de la Garza
Deutsch
Engel
Fields (TX)
Ganske
Geren

Gibbons
Greene (UT)
Hansen
Harman
Hayes
Kingston
Lantos
Markey
Nadler

Pomeroy
Rose
Sanford
Smith (MI)
Studds
White
Wilson
Young (AK)
Zeliff
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The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Sanford for, with Mr. Deutsch against.
Mr. Hansen for, with Mr. Nadler against.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas changed their
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, on
rollcall No. 404, If I had not been late arriving
for the vote I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 104–774.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER: On
page 9, line 21, insert before the period the
following: ‘‘and the percentage that such
cost represents of the total anticipated
monthly incremental costs of all nations ex-
pected to participate in such operation.’’

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 517, the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], and a
Member opposed will each control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

This amendment is about
burdensharing. It is a very key amend-
ment, because it basically only asks
that when the President engages in the
rest of the reporting requirements,
that they also report to the Congress
what percentage of the estimated total
cost of the mission will be picked up by
the United States.

I do not think it is any great secret
in this body that the United States al-
ways contributes way more than
troops. Although troops are our most
precious commodity, we contribute the
intelligence, we are also contributing
AWACS support, communications sup-
port, and any number of other things.
If this amendment passes, it would say
that we would have to also put in there
what the cost of that is. I think we
should get credit for that in our mis-
sions.

I must also say that having chaired
the burden-sharing panel in the 100th
Congress that so much of my col-
leagues served on, and served on with
distinction, our committee has had a
long attempt to try and figure out how
we get these numbers under control,
because as we look at our military al-
lies, they are also our trading competi-
tors. They love to kind of shift some of
the costs to us. We think, whether we
decide to do the cost shifting or not, it
ought to be open, it ought to be out
there, and the American public ought
to know about this.

Mr. Chairman, in 1988, at the request of
Chairman Aspin, I chaired the first and only
panel in Congress to look at defense
burdensharing. We looked at what our con-
tributions to international defense compared to
that of our allies, and examined the role that
international trade plays in international secu-
rity. The panel came up with several findings,
many of which hold true today. The panel’s re-
port found that:

The United States bears a substantially
higher defense burden than its allies.

Europe and Japan did not contribute to
world security proportionate with their eco-
nomic abilities. Global trading powers have
more than a regional responsibility to defense.

The United States should not pay the lion’s
share of defense.

As long as the United States shows a will-
ingness to bear a disproportionate share of
the defense burden, then our allies will allow
us to do so. If we indicate our reluctance to
pay a disproportionate share, then our allies
will assume their fair share.

Since then, Congress has taken up the
issue of burdensharing and passed important
tools. In 1994, the House implemented a for-
mula to gain increased contributions for our
troops stationed in Europe. Most recently, we
passed an amendment authored by Mr. SHAYS
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of Connecticut that would require additional
contributions from countries where U.S. mili-
tary forces are permanently stationed. The
amendment was adopted by a vote of 353 to
62.

My amendment provides a one more tool to
gauge whether the United States is paying too
much for U.N. military deployments. It would
require the President to report the percentage
of the estimated total cost that the United
States would bear. In this time of budget con-
straints, the taxpayers deserve to know how
much of the world’s security is being paid for
by the United States. Support the Schroeder
amendment.

In 1994 the United States accounted for 34
percent of the world’s military expenditures
and 61 percent of NATO’s expenses. Since
fiscal year 1992 we’ve reported spending of
over $8 billion on international peacekeeping.

Mr. Chairman, I understand from the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee that he would be willing to accept
this amendment, and I am happy to
yield at this time to the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the
amendment of the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. I know of
no objection on our side of the aisle to
it. I would like to commend her for the
amendment. It gives us additional in-
formation on the cost and cost-sharing
arrangement associated with United
Nations operations. I am prepared to
accept the amendment.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. SPENCE] very, very much for
accepting the amendment, because I
really do think it is in the history of
the panel.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to say this is an
appropriate amendment for the gentle-
woman to have come forward with and
get unanimously approved as she ends
her very distinguished tenure here, be-
cause she really, more than anybody
else, began to call people’s attention to
it, and we need to continue to work on
this.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot read a
study of the economic success of the ti-
gers of East Asia without learning of
the essential contribution of free
American military protection to their
economies as an element in their eco-
nomic development. Our European al-
lies continue to scale down. We are in
a situation now where we are respond-
ing as we see fit for an emergency in
the Middle East and many of our Euro-
pean allies who are the beneficiaries of
our largesse are nowhere to be found in
our support.

One of the most important mistakes
we make today, to our own misfortune,
is to continue to subsidize at the cost
of tens and tens of billions of dollars a
year the wealthy nations of Europe and
the increasingly wealthy nations of
Asia.
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This is an important reaffirmation of

that. It is appropriate that the gentle-
woman from Colorado be the one once
again to bring this to us. But we have
a lot more work to do. This is a very
good step. It will show what we know
to be the case, the enormous disparity
between what the American taxpayers
put forward and what is put forward by
nations in Europe and Asia that could
very well afford to do more.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts for his
hard work in this area, too. It did not
used to be so popular.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to simply applaud the
gentlewoman from Colorado for being
the lightning rod, if you will, on this
issue years before I even entered Con-
gress.

Let me offer to say to you that many
of us as Americans will agree that the
Marshall plan was right. It, in fact, of-
fered to rebuild the infrastructure and
the opportunities for our European
neighbors and others. We thought that
was right. Americans are charitable
people. But if there is one issue that
comes to me in my townhall meetings,
it is the question of why we are spend-
ing so much money overseas on some-
one else’s military problems.

This amendment is a commonsense
approach. Obviously it will be our bur-
den to carry on your legacy in years to
come, to emphasize the importance of
maintaining the cost of money spent
by the United States at the United Na-
tions as it relates to our own defense
budget. This one that will require con-
gressional intervention and also to get
a report from the President is clearly
the right way to go. I simply want to
add my accolades and as well my com-
mitment to continue to work on this
effort with those who are already
working in order to respond to some
very good questions from my constitu-
ents and constituents around the Na-
tion. Let us be fair but let us not carry
the overburden of responding to the
needs of those around the world. Let us
keep peace, which is what the gentle-
woman is trying to do, but let us do it
in a fair and equitable manner. I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the

Committee rises.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BARRETT
of Nebraska) having assumed the chair,
Mr. KOLBE, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 3308) to amend title 10, United
States Code, to limit the placement of

United States forces under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control,
and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 517, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 299, nays
109, not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 405]

YEAS—299

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Clement
Clinger

Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
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Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kildee
Kim
King
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan

Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner

Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Young (FL)
Zimmer

NAYS—109

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baldacci
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Bevill
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Campbell
Cardin
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
DeLauro
Dellums
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Eshoo
Evans
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta

Ford
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
LaFalce
Leach
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McKinney
Meek
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moran

Morella
Oberstar
Olver
Owens
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Thornton
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—25

Chapman
Chrysler
Collins (IL)
Conyers
de la Garza
Deutsch

Engel
Fields (TX)
Ganske
Geren
Gibbons
Hansen

Harman
Hayes
Kingston
Lantos
Myers
Nadler

Rose
Sanford
Studds

Walker
Wilson
Young (AK)

Zeliff

b 1355

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Sanford for, with Mr. Nadler against.
Mr. Deutsch for, with Mrs. Collins of Illi-

nois against.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas and Mr.
MINGE changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’
to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. FAZIO of California and Mr.
FARR of California changed their vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 3308.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.
f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 3517) ‘‘An Act mak-
ing appropriations for military con-
struction, family housing, and base re-
alignment and closure for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other
purposes.’’

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3845) ‘‘An Act making appropriations
for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against the
revenues of said District for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3719, SMALL BUSINESS
PROGRAMS IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 1996

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 516 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 516
Resolved, That at any time after the

adoption of this resolution the Speaker may,

pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare
the House resolved into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3719) to
amend the Small Business Act and Small
Business Investment Act of 1958. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
Points of order against consideration of the
bill for failure to comply with clause
2(l)(2)(B) of rule XI are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Small Busi-
ness now printed in the bill. The committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered by title rather than by
section. The first three sections and each
title shall be considered as read. Points of
order against the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute for failure to com-
ply with clause 5(a) of rule XXI are waived.
During consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may accord priority in recognition on
the basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be fifteen
minutes. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

b 1400

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. LINDER] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 516 is an open rule provid-
ing for consideration of H.R. 3719, the
Small Business Programs Improvement
Act of 1996. This rule provides for 1
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hour of general debate divided equally
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Small Business. The rule waives points
of order against the bill and its consid-
eration for failure to comply with
clause 2(l)(2)(B) of rule 11, which re-
quires rollcall votes to be printed in
committee reports. In addition, the
rule waives points of order against the
committee amendment in the nature of
the substitute for failure to comply
with clause 5(a) of rule 21, which pro-
hibits appropriations in an authoriza-
tion measure. Mr. Speaker, this rule
continues two approaches that have
been used during the 104th Congress.
First, the rule accords priority in rec-
ognition to Members who have
preprinted their amendments in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. The rule does
not require pre-printing, but simply en-
courages Members to take advantage of
the option in order to facilitate consid-
eration of amendments on the House
floor and to inform Members of the de-
tails of pending amendments.

Second, House Resolution 516 pro-
vides that the Chairman of the Com-

mittee of the Whole may postpone re-
corded votes on any amendment and
that the Chairman may reduce voting
time on postponed questions to 5 min-
utes, provided that the vote imme-
diately follows another recorded vote
and that the voting time on the first in
a series of votes is not less than 15 min-
utes. This will provide a more definite
voting schedule for all Members and
hopefully will help guarantee the time-
ly completion of this important legis-
lation.

Finally, House Resolution 516 pro-
vides for one motion to recommit, with
or without instructions, as is the right
of the minority members of the House.
Mr. Speaker, this is a standard open
rule. The Rules Committee was in-
formed that a limited number of Mem-
bers wish to modify the bill through
the amendment process, and the rule
permits those members who have
amendments every opportunity to offer
them.

Because of our current fiscal re-
straints and the commitment of the
104th Congress to balance the budget,
the Committee on Small Business and

its Chair, JAN MEYERS, diligently
worked with the minority members of
the committee to provide the House
with some fiscally responsible improve-
ments. I want to commend JAN MEYERS
and ranking minority member JOHN
LAFALCE for a work product that will
preserve these small business lending
programs, assist entrepreneurial Amer-
icans and encourage job creation.

This Congress has already passed leg-
islation that would control the rising
costs of Federal regulations and pro-
vide needed tax relief for small busi-
nesses. This bill adds another level of
assistance to small businesses by as-
suring that these lending programs
continue to operate efficiently and
within the limits of the budget.

H.R. 3719 was favorably reported out
of the Committee on Small Business,
as was the open rule by the Rules Com-
mittee. I urge my colleagues to support
the rule so that we may proceed with
general debate and consideration of the
merits of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following material:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 5, 1996]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-Open 2 ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 44 82 59
Structured/Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 39 28
Closed 4 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 18 13

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 104 100 139 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A structured or modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or
which preclude amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 5, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 101 .......................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 400 .......................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 440 .......................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ............................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 2 .............................. Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 665 .......................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 666 .......................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ........................................ MO ................................... H.R. 667 .......................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 668 .......................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 728 .......................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 7 .............................. National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–199; A: 227–197 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 831 .......................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 830 .......................... Paperwork Reduction Act .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 889 .......................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 450 .......................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1022 ........................ Risk Assessment ................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 926 .......................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 925 .......................... Private Property Protection Act ........................................................................................... A: 271–151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1058 ........................ Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 988 .......................... Attorney Accountability Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ...................................... MO ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ...................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 956 .......................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1159 ........................ Making Emergency Supp. Approps ...................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) .................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) .................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1271 ........................ Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 660 .......................... Older Persons Housing Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1215 ........................ Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .................................................................. A: 228–204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 483 .......................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 655 .......................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1361 ........................ Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 961 .......................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 535 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 584 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 614 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1561 ........................ American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1530 ........................ Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1817 ........................ MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 .......................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1854 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95).
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H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1868 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1905 ........................ Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1944 ........................ Emer. Supp. Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1976 ........................ Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2020 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2002 ........................ Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ....................................................................................... PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 70 ............................ Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2076 ........................ Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2099 ........................ VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 230–189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2126 ........................ Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1555 ........................ Communications Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2127 ........................ Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1594 ........................ Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1655 ........................ Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1162 ........................ Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1670 ........................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1617 ........................ CAREERS Act ....................................................................................................................... A: 388–2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2274 ........................ Natl. Highway System ......................................................................................................... PQ: 241–173 A: 375–39–1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 927 .......................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity ........................................................................................ A: 304–118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 743 .......................... Team Act ............................................................................................................................. A: 344–66–1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1170 ........................ 3-Judge Court ...................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1601 ........................ Internatl. Space Station ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 108 ................... Continuing Resolution FY 1996 .......................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2405 ........................ Omnibus Science Auth ........................................................................................................ A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2259 ........................ Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2425 ........................ Medicare Preservation Act ................................................................................................... PQ: 231–194 A: 227–192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2492 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 235–184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) .................................. MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 109 .............

H.R. 2491 ........................
Social Security Earnings Reform .........................................................................................
Seven-Year Balanced Budget ..............................................................................................

PQ: 228–191 A: 235–185 (10/26/95).

H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 1833 ........................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban .................................................................................................. A: 237–190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) .................................. MO ................................... H.R. 2546 ........................ D.C. Approps. ....................................................................................................................... A: 241–181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 115 ................... Cont. Res. FY 1996 ............................................................................................................. A: 216–210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Debt Limit ............................................................................................................................ A: 220–200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2539 ........................ ICC Termination Act ............................................................................................................ A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Increase Debt Limit ............................................................................................................. A: 220–185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 2564 ........................ Lobbying Reform .................................................................................................................. A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.J. Res. 122 ................... Further Cont. Resolution ..................................................................................................... A: 249–176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2606 ........................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia ......................................................................................... A: 239–181 (11/17/95).
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1788 ........................ Amtrak Reform .................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1350 ........................ Maritime Security Act .......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2621 ........................ Protect Federal Trust Funds ................................................................................................ PQ: 223–183 A: 228–184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1745 ........................ Utah Public Lands ............................................................................................................... PQ: 221–197 A: voice vote (5/15/96).
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) .................................. C ...................................... H. Con. Res. 122 ............. Budget Res. W/President ..................................................................................................... PQ: 230–188 A: 229–189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 558 .......................... Texas Low-Level Radioactive ............................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2677 ........................ Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge ............................................................................................. Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2854 ........................ Farm Bill .............................................................................................................................. PQ: 228–182 A: 244–168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 994 .......................... Small Business Growth ....................................................................................................... Tabled (4/17/96).
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) ...................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3021 ........................ Debt Limit Increase ............................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3019 ........................ Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................................... PQ: voice vote A: 235–175 (3/7/96).
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2703 ........................ Effective Death Penalty ....................................................................................................... A: 251–157 (3/13/96).
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2202 ........................ Immigration ......................................................................................................................... PQ: 233–152 A: voice vote (3/19/96).
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 165 ................... Further Cont. Approps ......................................................................................................... PQ: 234–187 A: 237–183 (3/21/96).
H. Res. 388 (3/21/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 125 .......................... Gun Crime Enforcement ...................................................................................................... A: 244–166 (3/22/96).
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3136 ........................ Contract w/America Advancement ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–180 A: 232–177, (3/28/96).
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3103 ........................ Health Coverage Affordability ............................................................................................. PQ: 229–186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96).
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 159 ................... Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt. ............................................................................................ PQ: 232–168 A: 234–162 (4/15/96).
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 842 .......................... Truth in Budgeting Act ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/17/96).
H. Res. 409 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2715 ........................ Paperwork Elimination Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 410 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1675 ........................ Natl. Wildlife Refuge ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 411 (4/23/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 175 ................... Further Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ......................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 418 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2641 ........................ U.S. Marshals Service ......................................................................................................... PQ: 219–203 A: voice vote (5/1/96).
H. Res. 419 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2149 ........................ Ocean Shipping Reform ...................................................................................................... A: 422–0 (5/1/96).
H. Res. 421 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2974 ........................ Crimes Against Children & Elderly ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 422 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3120 ........................ Witness & Jury Tampering .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 426 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2406 ........................ U.S. Housing Act of 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 218–208 A: voice vote (5/8/96).
H. Res. 427 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3322 ........................ Omnibus Civilian Science Auth ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 428 (5/7/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3286 ........................ Adoption Promotion & Stability ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 430 (5/9/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3230 ........................ DoD Auth. FY 1997 .............................................................................................................. A: 235–149 (5/10/96).
H. Res. 435 (5/15/96) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 178 ............. Con. Res. on the Budget, 1997 .......................................................................................... PQ: 227–196 A: voice vote (5/16/96).
H. Res. 436 (5/16/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3415 ........................ Repeal 4.3 cent fuel tax ..................................................................................................... PQ: 221–181 A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 437 (5/16/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 3259 ........................ Intell. Auth. FY 1997 ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 438 (5/16/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3144 ........................ Defend America Act .............................................................................................................
H. Res. 440 (5/21/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3448 ........................ Small Bus. Job Protection ................................................................................................... A: 219–211 (5/22/96).

MC ................................... H.R. 1227 ........................ Employee Commuting Flexibility ..........................................................................................
H. Res. 442 (5/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3517 ........................ Mil. Const. Approps. FY 1997 ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/30/96).
H. Res. 445 (5/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3540 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1997 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/5/96).
H. Res. 446 (6/5/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3562 ........................ WI Works Waiver Approval ................................................................................................... A: 363–59 (6/6/96).
H. Res. 448 (6/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2754 ........................ Shipbuilding Trade Agreement ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/12/96).
H. Res. 451 (6/10/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3603 ........................ Agriculture Appropriations, FY 1997 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/11/96).
H. Res. 453 (6/12/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3610 ........................ Defense Appropriations, FY 1997 ........................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/13/96).
H. Res. 455 (6/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3662 ........................ Interior Approps, FY 1997 ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/19/96).
H. Res. 456 (6/19/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3666 ........................ VA/HUD Approps .................................................................................................................. A: 246–166 (6/25/96).
H. Res. 460 (6/25/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3675 ........................ Transportation Approps ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/26/96).
H. Res. 472 (7/9/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3755 ........................ Labor/HHS Approps .............................................................................................................. PQ: 218–202 A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 473 (7/9/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3754 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 474 (7/10/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3396 ........................ Defense of Marriage Act ..................................................................................................... A: 290–133 (7/11/96).
H. Res. 475 (7/11/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3756 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/16/96).
H. Res. 479 (7/16/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3814 ........................ Commerce, State Approps ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/17/96).
H. Res. 481 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3820 ........................ Campaign Finance Reform .................................................................................................. PQ: 221–193 A: 270–140 (7/25/96).
H. Res. 482 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3734 ........................ Personal Responsibility Act ................................................................................................. A: 358–54 (7/18/96).
H. Res. 483 (7/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3816 ........................ Energy/Water Approps ......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/24/96).
H. Res. 488 (7/24/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 2391 ........................ Working Families ................................................................................................................. A: 228–175 (7/26/96).
H. Res. 489 (7/25/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2823 ........................ Dolphin Conservation Program ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (7/31/96).
H. Res. 499 (7/31/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 123 .......................... English Language Empowerment ........................................................................................ A: 236–178 (8/1/96).
H. Res. 516 (9/4/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3719 ........................ Small Business Programs ...................................................................................................
H. Res. 517 (9/4/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3308 ........................ Armed Forces Protection ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/5/96).

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; S/C-structured/closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. LINDER] for yielding to me the

customary 30 minutes of debate time,
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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Mr. Speaker, as my colleague on the

Committee on Rules has just explained,
this is an open rule. It sets no limit on
the number of amendments that may
be offered and it does not limit debate
time. It is the kind of rule most of us
would like to see more often and as
such we support it.

We do not oppose the waivers that
the rule provides, including the waiver
of the point of order for failure to com-
ply with the rule prohibiting appro-
priations in an authorization measure.
The waiver appears to us to be purely
technical in nature.

The legislation this rule makes in
order, H.R. 3719, the Small Business
Programs Improvement Act, has bipar-
tisan support, although there are con-
cerns about several of its provisions
and about the goals of the bill. The
ranking member of the Committee on
Small Business, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAFALCE], outlined
many of those concerns in his addi-
tional views which we commend to our
colleagues.

For instance, Mr. LAFALCE expressed
concern about the amount of 7(a) loan
guarantees that will be made available
in fiscal year 1997. That is the primary
financial assistance program operated
by the SBA, and it is vitally important
to the success of many small busi-
nesses. Changes that mean more small
businesses will be denied access to this
federally guaranteed loan program
should be made with the greatest care.

Many of us are also concerned about
the direction the legislation takes in
delegating more authority to the pri-
vate sector to carry out programs
under the SBA. We think it is impor-
tant to remember that the private sec-
tor does not always operate programs
more efficiently at a lower cost or bet-
ter than the Government does. We
would simply caution against overreli-
ance on the private sector or
privatizing simply for the sake of
privatizing.

As a Member whose district was seri-
ously affected by a major disaster, the
Northridge earthquake of 1994, I can at-
test to the importance of the SBA’s
Disaster Loan Program. In fact, the
main frustrations, Mr. Speaker, that
our constituents felt in dealing with
the SBA were usually caused because
the agency simply did not have enough
people to help those individuals who
were seeking assistance.

Because of our involvement with so
many people applying for disaster as-
sistance loans through the SBA, I was
especially pleased to note that the
Committee on Small Business recog-
nizes the importance of aiding citizens
in need and that in the committee’s
opinion, at least, disaster assistance is
one of the few clear-cut areas in which
the Government should, in fact, be in-
volved in the lives of our citizens.

Mr. Speaker, we congratulate the
chairwoman of the Committee on
Small Business, the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS], and the ranking
member of the committee, the gen-

tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE],
for the cooperation they have shown in
bringing this bipartisan bill to the
floor.

I would also like to take this time to
give a special word of thanks to the
chairwoman, our good friend from Kan-
sas, for her outstanding work as a
member of the committee and as its
chairwoman during this Congress. Her
decision not to run for reelection is a
huge loss to this institution. We are in
great need of more people like Mrs.
MEYERS who legislate in a civil and a
fair manner. Her grace and her charm
and her intelligence will be missed, but
we wish her the best in her well-de-
served retirement.

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, this is an
open rule. Any concerns about the bill
and its direction can be fully addressed
under the provisions of that rule. We
urge our colleagues to approve the rule
so that we can proceed with the consid-
eration of this legislation and the
amendments to it.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, in closing,
let me urge Members to support this
rule. Let me add to the kind comments
of the gentleman from California about
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS] who is retiring. The elegant
gentlewoman has led this committee
well for the last 2 years and she will be
sorely missed.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries, who
also informed the House that on the
following dates the President approved
and signed bills of the House and Sen-
ate of the following titles:

July 1, 1996:
H.R. 3029. An act to designate the United

States courthouse in Washington, District of
Columbia, as the ‘‘E. Barrett Prettyman
United States Courthouse.’’

July 2, 1996:
H.R. 2803. An act to amend the anti-car

theft provisions of title 49, United States
Code, to increase the utility of motor vehicle
title information to the State and Federal
law enforcement officials, and for other pur-
poses.

July 3, 1996:
H.R. 3525, An act amend title 18, United

States Code, to clarify the Federal jurisdic-
tion over offenses relating to damage to reli-
gious property.

July 9, 1996:
H.R. 1880, An act to designate the United

States Post Office building at 102 South
McLean, Lincoln, Illinois, as the ‘‘Edward
Madigan Post Office Building’’;

H.R. 2437, An act to provide for the ex-
change of certain lands in Gilpin County,
Colorado;

H.R. 2704, An act to provide that the Unit-
ed States Post Office building that is to be
located at 7436 South Exchange Avenue, Chi-
cago, Illinois, shall be known and designated
as the ‘‘Charles A. Hayes Post Office Build-
ing’’; and

H.R. 3364, An act to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 235 North Washington Avenue in
Scranton, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘William J.
Nealon Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’.

July 18, 1996:
H.R. 2070, An act to provide for the dis-

tribution within the United States of the
United States Information Agency film enti-
tled ‘‘Fragile Ring of Life’’; and

H.R. 2853, An act to authorize the exten-
sion of nondiscriminatory treatment (most-
favored-nation treatment) to the products of
Bulgaria.

July 19, 1996:
H.R. 1508, An act to require the transfer

of title to the District of Columbia of
certain real property in Anacostia Park to
facilitate the construction of National Chil-
dren’s Island, a cultural, educational, and
family-oriented park.

July 21, 1996:
H.R. 3121, An act to amend the Foreign As-

sistance Act of 1961 and the Arms Export
Control Act to make improvements to cer-
tain defense and security assistance provi-
sions under those Acts, to authorize the
transfer of naval vessels to certain foreign
countries, and for other purposes.

July 24, 1996:
H.R. 419, An act for the relief of Bench-

mark Rail Group, Inc.; and
H.R. 701, An act to authorize the Secretary

of Agriculture to convey lands to the city of
Rolla, Missouri.

July 29, 1996:
H.R. 248, An act to amend the Public

Health Service Act to provide for the con-
duct of expanded studies and the establish-
ment of innovative programs with respect to
traumatic brain injury, and for other pur-
poses.

July 30, 1996:
H.R. 2337, An act to amend the Internal

Revenue Code Act of 1986 to provide for in-
creased taxpayer protections.

August 3, 1996:
H.R. 497, An act to create the National

Gambling Impact and Policy Commission;
H.R. 1627, An act to amend the Federal In-

secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 3161, An act to authorize the exten-
sion of nondiscriminatory treatment (most-
favored-nation treatment) to the products of
Romania.

August 5, 1996:
H.R. 3107, An act to impose sanctions on

persons making certain investments directly
and significantly contributing to the en-
hancement of the ability of Iran or Libya to
develop its petroleum resources, and on per-
sons exporting certain items that enhance
Libya’s weapons or aviation capabilities or
enhance Libya’s ability to develop its petro-
leum resources, and for other purposes.

The President has approved the following:
July 2, 1996:

S. 1136, An act to control and prevent com-
mercial counterfeiting, and for other pur-
poses; and

S. 1903, An act to designate the bridge, es-
timated to be completed in the year 2000,
that replaces the bridge on Missouri highway
74 spanning from East Cape Girardeau, Illi-
nois, to Cape Girardeau, Missouri, as the
‘‘Bill Emerson Bridge’’, and for other pur-
poses.

July 5, 1996:
S. 1579, An act to streamline and improve

the effectiveness of chapter 75 of title 31,
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United States Code (commonly referred to as
the ‘‘Single Audit Act’’).

July 29, 1996:
S. 966, An act for the relief of Nathan C.

Vance, and for other purposes; and
S. 1899, An act entitled the ‘‘Mollie Beattie

Wilderness Area Act’’.

f

SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAMS
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 516 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3719.

b 1408

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3719) to
amend the Small Business Act and
Small Business Investment Act of 1958,
with Mr. COLLINS of Georgia in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentlewoman
from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE] each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS].

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 3719, the Small Business
Programs Improvement Act of 1996,
and I urge my colleagues to support
this bill which is pro-small business
and pro-government efficiency.

The Committee on Small Business re-
ported out H.R. 3719 on July 18, 1996, by
a unanimous vote of the Committee
after intensive bipartisan work. Mr.
LAFALCE, and I spent many hours to-
gether working out the details of the
provisions. I am pleased to say that we
are able to move H.R. 3719 through the
Committee in an atmosphere of bipar-
tisan cooperation.

The overall theme of this legislation,
is better management of the loan pro-
grams. SBA guaranteed loans provide
approximately $10 billion in life-giving
capital to small businesses every year.
The 7(a) Guaranteed Loan Program,
the largest loan program at the SBA,
will provide over $7 billion in financing
to small businesses this year. As vol-
ume in the loan programs has in-
creased, SBA staffing has decreased. I
believe these events can be compatible,
but only if the SBA relies on its pri-
vate sector partners to carry out the
day-to-day operations of making, serv-
icing, and liquidating loans.

SBA does not have the manpower or
resources to be a retail operation. They
cannot efficiently process every loan,
or handle the liquidation of each loan
that goes into default. This is clear
from the new subsidy rates—rates that

have dramatically increased due to low
recovery rates on liquidated loans. The
time period for liquidating loans is
substantially longer than the average
in the private sector. It is time for the
SBA to move the liquidation function
to the private sector, where our bank
and nonbank lending partners conduct
these types of actions everyday, and
harness those efficiencies. SBA must
assume the role of monitoring our
lending partners, not trying to recreate
operations that are done faster and
better in the private sector.

The Committee on Small Business re-
alized the SBA’s limitations and took
decisive action in this bill, H.R. 3719, to
turn more functions of SBA lending
programs over to the private sector. In
the 7(a), 504, and disaster loan pro-
grams, pilot projects have been cre-
ated, giving lenders the freedom to liq-
uidate defaulted loans and to service
disaster loans. This should increase our
returns, and improve service delivery
in our loan programs. SBA simply can-
not handle the load currently on its
plate, as reflected in the increased sub-
sidy rates.

Other critical provisions in H.R. 3719
are those dealing with the 504 or Cer-
tified Development Company Program.
As you may know, when the President
released his budget for fiscal year 1997,
we were hit with dramatically higher
estimates of the subsidy rates for the
504 and 7(a) guaranteed loan programs.
Last year, the Committee on Small
Business moved legislation which re-
duced the subsidy rate in the 504 pro-
gram to zero, making it a self-financed
program which requires no appro-
priated funds. While the committee
was disappointed and frustrated by the
SBA’s and OMB’s inability to notify us
in a timely way about these new esti-
mates, we are, nonetheless, committed
to returning the 504 program to a zero
subsidy.

A combination of new fees, to be
shared by the lenders, the certified de-
velopment companies, and the borrow-
ers, and several program management
improvements in H.R. 3719, including
the liquidation pilot project, result in
the maintenance of a zero subsidy rate
for the 504 program. It is vital that this
lending program, which provides long-
term financing for expanding small
businesses to purchase new physical
space or equipment, continue to help
small businesses and our economy
grow. As my colleagues probably know,
the 504 program is the only SBA lend-
ing program with a job creation re-
quirement. While no one likes to place
additional fees on small business bor-
rowers, that is the only way to keep
this important program going, as no
funds were requested by the adminis-
tration, or appropriated for the 504 pro-
gram for fiscal year 1997.

H.R. 3719 also addresses some man-
agement issues in the 7(a) program,
and requires an extensive, private sec-
tor study of the subsidy rate calcula-
tions done by SBA and the OMB. I hope
this study will unlock the mysteries of

the OMB subsidy rate assumptions and
prevent future year surprises in this
calculation. As with the 504 program,
the committee has moved more of the
day-to-day responsibilities for the loan
programs to our most trusted private
sector partners, our preferred lenders
or PLP’s. Under H.R. 3719, the preferred
lenders will be provided with the full
authority and responsibility to liq-
uidate their own loans. The SBA has
delegated many responsibilities to the
PLP’s, but has retained most of the liq-
uidation functions with the agency. In
addition, certified lenders [CLP’s] will
be able to conduct their own liquida-
tions, with the assistance and over-
sight of the SBA. The committee be-
lieves the private sector may be able to
perform this function faster and more
efficiently, maximizing returns to the
Government.

In addition, the committee has re-
quired that the Low Documentation or
Low Doc Program, which is an abbre-
viated form for the borrower seeking a
guaranteed loan of $100,000 or less, be
conducted only by PLP’s, CLP’s, or
lenders with significant small business
lending experience. This program,
which was a pilot initiated by the SBA,
has proven to be very popular among
borrowers and banks, alike. However,
the committee has received a good deal
of anecdotal evidence suggesting that
many lenders who have little or no
small business lending experience, and
no experience with SBA loans, are
doing large volumes of low doc loans.
As the Low Doc Program now com-
prises about 25 percent of the 7(a) pro-
gram volume, the committee felt it im-
portant to act to preserve the integrity
of SBA’s own regulations, which stipu-
late that low doc is for use by our most
experienced lenders. The committee
also places a limitation on any new
pilot programs. The administration
may experiment and try out new ideas
and concepts to meet small business’
needs. However, no pilot may comprise
more than 10 percent of the 7(a) pro-
gram volume. As the committee has
seen, the program’s subsidy rate is
very sensitive to changes in the port-
folio composition. Any pilot deemed
successful can be statutorily created
through the legislative process.

Other provisions in the bill continue
to echo the theme of more reliance on
the private sector to carry out the
functions of SBA programs. We in-
crease slightly the interest rate on dis-
aster loans, from a formula based upon
one-half of the Treasury rate for 30
year loans to three-fourths of Treas-
ury. This increase will lower the sub-
sidy rate from 16.5 percent to approxi-
mately 12.3 percent, according to CBO.
This slight adjustment will continue to
provide disaster victims a real low-
cost, long-term loan for disaster recov-
ery, while stretching the taxpayer dol-
lars needed to fund this program a lot
further. H.R. 3719 also requires the SBA
to contract out to private entities the
servicing of 10 percent of the loans in
our disaster portfolio. This pilot should
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show that the private sector can per-
form this function at less cost than the
SBA and, hopefully, lead to a complete
contracting out of this function.

Finally, H.R. 3719 reauthorizes the
Small Business Competitiveness Dem-
onstration Program. This program
eliminates small business set-asides in
four categories of industry, as long as
small business participation in these
industries are at least 40 percent. This
innovative demonstration program has
worked well, allowing all businesses to
compete for Government contracts on
an equal footing, without locking small
business out of the process, or into a
certain number or type of projects. Our
bill does require extensive reporting on
the progress of this program, to ensure
that it is not operating to small busi-
nesses detriment.

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of im-
portant program improvements in H.R.
3719, improvements that will result in
better service from the Federal Gov-
ernment for small business. But more
importantly, H.R. 3719 will preserve es-
sential long-term lending programs for
small business. The Committee on
Small Business is pleased to be able to
bring this legislation before the House
this week, legislation which has been
endorsed by such groups as the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, the National
Association of Certified Development
Companies, the National Association of
Government Guaranteed Lenders, and
the Independent Bankers Association
of America. We will be doing a great
service to the small businesses of our
Nation, and to the taxpayer, by enact-
ing H.R. 3719, and I urge my colleagues
to strongly support this measure.

b 1415
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE Mr. Chairman, I gen-
erally support the provisions of this
bill, the Small Business Programs Im-
provement Act of 1996.

As originally introduced, there were
a number of problems with the bill.
However, our gracious Chair, Mrs.
MEYERS, delayed official committee ac-
tion on the bill, thereby facilitating a
number of private discussions. The re-
sult was the offering of joint amend-
ments in committee which were agreed
to on a bipartisan basis.

Since then, we have continued our
negotiations which have now been fi-
nalized with a manager’s amendment.
As further amended with this amend-
ment, this legislation has been greatly
improved and deserves the support of
the membership.

I appreciate the consideration of the
committee, and its Chair, Mrs. MEY-
ERS, in examining the matters raised
by me and other members of the minor-
ity.

I also want to note at this point that
I have enjoyed working with Chair

MEYERS during the past 2 years. I do
want to note, parenthetically, that I
enjoyed working with her more during
the 103rd Congress when she was the
ranking minority member, but she has
been a true gentle lady during this
Congress and has made my transition
to that role as painless as possible.

On behalf of the minority Members of
the Committee, I want to wish her and
her husband the best of wishes in the
future years. JAN, enjoy your well-
earned retirement.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill which is
necessary. Without the fee increases in
the Certified Development Company
Program, there would be no program
next year. Thus I reluctantly support
the fee proposals because the alter-
native would be much worse.

The bill also extends several expiring
programs this year, and more impor-
tantly authorizes the continuation of
all SBA programs next year. Members
are certainly aware how difficult it is
to enact an authorization bill in the
first few months of a Congress, and this
bill eliminates that problem.

I also support a number of the pilot
programs in the bill. I am not one who
believes that the private sector can do
everything better and at less cost, as
some argue.

I am willing to have a realistic and
meaningful comparison of the results
when loan functions are handled by pri-
vate sector contractors as compared to
Government employees. I believe that
Federal employees are very dedicated
and will prevail in this type of com-
parison. But it is appropriate to per-
form the pilot tests.

I also want to point out that pre-
viously I expressed concern about the
amount of 7(a) loan guarantees which
will be made available next year.

It is my understanding that the pro-
posed Federal funding, when added to
funds expected to be unused this year,
will result in a 7(a) program level next
year of $6.5 billion to $7 billion.

Originally, most projections were
that demand would exceed this amount
probably by $2 billion. It now appears,
however, that usage of the program is
below prior projections this year.

Also, the other body has proposed ad-
ditional Federal funding which will
augment the size of the program.

Thus I am now concluding that there
may be no necessity to increase fees for
this program. This is not certainty,
however, and I caution my colleagues
that there may be a shortage of loan
money next year.

I know of no opposition to the bill,
and I compliment Mrs. MEYERS for her
work and that of her staff.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague and friend for
yielding this time to me very briefly to
speak in favor of the Small Business
Improvement Act, and I want to ap-

plaud her diligence and the ranking
minority member’s diligence in work-
ing out this bill. I will not repeat what
has already been said because it has
been fully articulated.

I did want to rise today though to
pay special appreciation to my col-
league and friend, the gentlewoman
from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS], for all the
work she has done. She has been a tire-
less advocate of small business
throughout the United States, and she
understands that that is where the fu-
ture of our economy is. We are going to
miss her sincerely, but I think I want-
ed to speak for all the Members and
wish her well in her future endeavors
and say ‘‘Thank you for all the work
you have done for small business in
America. We will always be indebted to
you.’’

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the distinguished rank-
ing member, and I too want to lend my
voice to a classmate of mine that will
be leaving us, the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS]. We came in
here together, and she has been an ab-
solute gentlewoman all the way
through, and we are proud to serve
with the gentlewoman, and, no, we are
not going out together after this or
anything, but I mean that. I do not
think words can say enough.

I am rising today about an issue that
deals with the 504 program and some
perceptions and guesstimates by the
OMB that I think are troublesome and
could be problematic, and I will be of-
fering an amendment in this regard,
and I am glad to have the support of
the ranking member, and I want to ex-
plain it briefly.

For example, the 504 program has
been very cost effective. It spurred the
economies of Ohio and the Nation, and
over the past 10 years over $5 billion in
504 program loans have helped create
over half a million jobs, more than
47,000 in Ohio alone, Mr. Chairman. But
the recent OMB evaluation will se-
verely undermine the viability of this
particular program. In my opinion, the
evaluation underestimates the pro-
gram’s strength and overestimates its
weaknesses.

Now Members of the Ohio delegation,
both Democrat and Republican, have
written in fact to Mr. Jacob Lew, Act-
ing Director of OMB, and we cited
these particular cases.

The Traficant amendment would ba-
sically say that it is the sense of Con-
gress that the subsidy models prepared
by OMB relative to loan programs
sponsored by the Small Business Ad-
ministration have a tendency to over-
estimate potential risks of loss and
overemphasize historical losses that
may be unique or not truly reflective
of the success of the program as a
whole.

So consequently what the amend-
ment does, it mandates the independ-
ent study in section 103(h) of this bill
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with hopes of placing it in the bill, of
improving the ability of OMB to more
accurately reflect the budgetary impli-
cations of some of these programs that
have had a great effect on revitaliza-
tion of our Nation.

So with that, I just wanted to let the
Committee know that we have been
working on this for some time and this
is a vehicle which, in fact, can accom-
modate our concerns.

The Members from Ohio that signed
on with me were: DAVE HOBSON,
SHERROD BROWN, STEVEN LATOURETTE,
THOMAS SAWYER, MARTIN HOKE, MARCY
KAPTUR, and ROBERT NEY. So this has
already been sent, it is a bipartisan
move, we in Ohio are concerned. We
think it is valid for the Nation and it
does not in fact change anything in the
bill. It supports that language which is
in the bill and will clarify that concern
we have.

So with that I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE]
for the time, and I hope for consider-
ation.

b 1430

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and would like to associate myself with
the remarks of the gentleman who rep-
resents the second best Air Reserve
base in the United States.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chair of the Commit-
tee on Small Business for yielding to
me.

Before I engage the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAFALCE] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] in a
colloquy, I would just like to add my
remarks to those of my colleagues,
complimenting the distinguished chair
for her excellent leadership. There is
no stronger advocate for small business
in the Congress, but what has really
been extraordinary is the gentle firm-
ness with which she has led the com-
mittee in the last year and a half. It
has made it just a pleasure to serve on
the committee with her. I want to wish
her all the best in her future endeav-
ors. I would thank her again for yield-
ing for this colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify
our intent with respect to the language
in this bill dealing with securitization.
This provision was dealt with exten-
sively during the committee markup of
H.R. 3719. Between the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE]
the distinguished ranking member of
the committee, and myself.

It is my understanding this provision
grants SBA the authority, if they deem
necessary to exercise it, to protect the
agency’s interests by requiring lenders
to retain exposure of up to 10 percent
of the loans being securitized. This in
no way mandates the holdback or expo-
sure requirement in all cases.

I would like to ask the gentleman
from New York if that indeed is his un-
derstanding.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LAFALCE. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
the permissive nature of the amend-
ment is reflected in the manager’s
amendment that will be offered short-
ly.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BENTSEN. The provision also
states, Mr. Chairman, that any hold-
back or exposure requirement should
be applied uniformly to both banks and
nonbanks alike, thereby ending the
prohibition on banks for selling the
nonguaranteed portion of certain SBA
loans, but also provides the SBA the
discretion to accept alternative risk
retention provisions.

It is my understanding that accept-
able alternative risk retention provi-
sions such as, but not limited to, the
reserves required to achieve an invest-
ment grade rating would be applied on
a lender-by-lender basis based on the
structure of the securitization and the
historical loan performance of the
lender. Is that correct?

Mr. LAFALCE. That is very correct,
Mr. Chairman. The manager’s amend-
ment explicitly permits alternative
risk retention measures and the lender-
by-lender application of this require-
ment is also reflected in the committee
report that accompanies this bill.

I might want to add that it was pre-
cisely because of the arguments ad-
vanced by the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] that the commit-
tee report language embodied basically
the arguments that they advanced dur-
ing the markup, and the manager’s
amendment makes those technical
changes to ensure that their wishes
and desires were fully accommodated,
and the language of the report was
fully accommodated.

We are especially grateful, I think,
too, for the real-life experience that
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENT-
SEN] brought to the committee delib-
erations on this issue, because of his
experience with securitization on Wall
Street. His experience was invaluable.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
claim my time to continue the col-
loquy, and also add my compliments to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENT-
SEN]. He does have real-life experience
in this area.

It is my understanding these provi-
sions are not intended to impair the fu-
ture use of securitization structures al-
ready in the market, and approved by
SBA as providing adequate protection
to the agency, that have proven effec-
tive in expanding capital availability.

I would ask the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE] if that is indeed
correct.

Mr. LAFALCE. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Chairman, yes,
and this too was discussed in the mark-
up and was also reflected in the com-
mittee report.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
thank the gentleman for his assistance
in this issue. We worked closely to cor-
rect it so it would not become burden-
some and it would create and expand
capital available to small businesses.

I thank the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT] for his work on this, as
well, and for bringing it to the fore-
front. I look forward to working in a
bipartisan fashion in the future to-
wards establishing a level playing field
between depository institutions and
nonbank financial institutions in their
efforts to supply needed capital to the
small business community.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE] for helping to clarify the
securitization issue, an issue that is
critically important to increasing the
pool of capital available to small busi-
nesses. I also look forward to continu-
ing efforts to foster an efficient
securitization market for small busi-
ness loans.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to add my
comments to the retiring gentlewoman
who chairs the Committee on Small
Business, and want to note that she has
brought a degree of civility that the
rest of us will emulate. Although we
may be in disagreement, she certainly
has a spirit of discourse and delibera-
tion that all of us appreciate, and we
will miss her caring and gentle hand.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in full
support of H.R. 3719, the Small Busi-
ness Program Improvement Act. Al-
though the bill is not perfect, I believe
that, on the whole, it is a great first
step toward bringing down the cost of
the Small Business Administration’s
most popular programs while main-
taining their availability and acces-
sibility.

First, H.R. 3719 marginally increases
the fees charged to participants in the
504 Certified Development Corporation
Program. This program has been suc-
cessful. Unfortunately, in the absence
of additional appropriations, this is the
only way by which to reduce the sub-
sidy rate to zero and assure the con-
tinuation of this program in the next
fiscal year.

Second, this legislation removes bur-
densome restrictions which prevents
banks from selling the nonguaranteed
portion of the SBA loans on secondary
markets, making the 7(a) loan program
more attractive to commercial bank-
ers.

Finally, the bill continues the prohi-
bition against locating Small Business
Development Centers at institutions
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other than places of higher education,
thereby confirming the role of SBDC’s
as, first and foremost, places to gather
impartial information and to receive
guidance and counseling.

These provisions, combined with oth-
ers, Mr. Chairman, make H.R. 3719 a
good first step toward ensuring the
continued viability of many of SBA’s
most popular programs and allows the
SBA to reduce administrative costs as-
sociated with those operations. There-
fore, Mr. Chairman, I encourage my
colleagues to join with me in support
of H.R. 3719.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, before entering into a
colloquy with the gentlewoman from
Kansas, I, too, want to add my praise,
as a former small businessman of 30-
plus years, for the work and the stew-
ardship of the gentlewoman from Kan-
sas [Mrs. MEYERS] as chair of this com-
mittee and as ranking member prior to
that. She has been a tremendous asset
to small business across America. I
congratulate her, and I, too, wish her
well.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3719 would elimi-
nate the eligibility of lending institu-
tions to make low documentary loans
to preferred, certified, and lenders with
‘‘significant experience’’ I guess in
quotes, in making small business loans.
I understand that these provisions
would have the Small Business Admin-
istration clarify, through regulations,
the definition of ‘‘significant experi-
ence’’ in making low documentary
small business loans.

I would ask the gentlewoman, could
she clarify the intent of these provi-
sions?

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentlewoman from Kansas.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, the committee is concerned that
some inexperienced lenders making low
doc loans do not have the expertise
necessary to administer these loans.
However, the committee strongly be-
lieves that lenders that have had a long
history of making small business loans
and processing loan guarantees should
not be ruled out of making these loans.
It is the committee’s intent that the
SBA issue regulations that would pre-
serve the ability of such institutions to
continue making these low doc loans.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, would the gentlewoman
then believe that a bank with 28 years
of making small business loans, proc-
essing SBA loan guarantees, including
low doc guaranteed loans, would qual-
ify as an institution with significant
experience?

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Certainly,
the SBA should take into account the
fact that many small lending institu-

tions have been making small business
loans for years. The intent of this pro-
vision is to provide the SBA with bet-
ter policing authority to restrict ac-
cess to lenders without the experience
or guidance from the SBA necessary to
efficiently and effectively administer
low doc loans.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I again thank the chair-
woman for yielding to me, and I thank
her for her clarification.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 3719, the
Small Business Programs Improvement
Act, and commend both the chair-
woman, the gentlewoman from Kansas
[Mrs. MEYERS], and the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAFALCE] for their work in drafting a
truly bipartisan bill that all the Mem-
bers can support.

Although this bill may receive less
notice than others, it is extremely im-
portant in providing capital formation
for America’s small businesses, and it
is a tribute to our retiring chair that it
is being brought up and hopefully will
be signed into law.

Drafting this bill is not an easy task.
Committee on Small Business members
faced many difficult decisions and
there were closed votes on many im-
portant issues during the markup.
However, the bill before us today is a
true collaboration between Repub-
licans and Democrats on the commit-
tee, and marks the most significant bi-
partisan effort I have seen since serv-
ing on this committee.

This bill makes several changes to
SBA programs do reduce the taxpayers’
contribution. It privatizes certain SBA
functions, removes restrictions on
banks for selling the nonguaranteed
portions of certain SBA loans on the
secondary market, and reduces certain
fees that SBA pays the lenders in cases
of default.

Finally, the bill reauthorizes certain
SBA programs for fiscal years 1997 and
1998, including the 7(a) loan, the 504 De-
velopment Company loan, disaster
loan, and microloan programs. In-
cluded in the reauthorization of the 504
program is a new fee on borrowers and
participants in the program to lower
the taxpayer subsidy rate of the pro-
gram and begin the road to self-suffi-
ciency.

Finally, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT],
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS], and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE], for their work in
addressing the loan securitization
issue.

During the committee markup, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE], the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT], and I discussed the lan-
guage of Mr. LAFALCE’s securitization
amendment and the possible negative
effects it might have on existing par-
ticipants. Mr. LAFALCE agreed to

change the amendment to reflect the
ability of the administration to require
a loss reserve of up to 10 percent when
circumstances require it, rather than a
flat 10 percent, as originally proposed.

We made further clarification by
stating that the SBA would have the
authority, if necessary, to require lend-
ers to securitize the nonguaranteed
portion of the SBA 7(a) loans to retain
some level of exposure in the security,
not to exceed 10 percent of the amount
of the loan.

Last, the amendment was modified to
state the reserve requirements be de-
termined solely by an institution’s sta-
tus as a depository institution or a
nonbank lender. Although this is re-
flected in the committee report, the
legislative language contradicted the
committee intent. I am pleased that all
parties could agree to include the new
language in addressing an inadvertent
wording problem and that this issue
could be worked out and corrected in
the manager’s amendment.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill and the Meyers manager’s sub-
stitute amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in support of H.R. 3719, the Small Business
Programs Improvement Act of 1996. H.R.
3719 will better the ability of the Small Busi-
ness Administration [SBA] to restructure and
cut costs in critical areas of the 7(a) Loan
Guarantee Program and the 504 Certified De-
velopment Company Program. These pro-
grams are both at risk of understanding in the
coming fiscal years and will benefit greatly
from the reforms provided in this act. How-
ever, there are components of H.R. 3719
which must be addressed in order to protect
minority and women small business owners
who apply for SBA loans.

H.R. 3719 greatly limits the ability of lenders
to use the Low Documentation [LowDoc] loan
program of the 7(a) Program. The LowDoc
Program began as a pilot project in 1994 and
has since spread successfully across the
country. The program provides a significantly
shortened one-page application for a SBA
guarantee for loans of $100,000 or less. Mi-
nority and women-owned small businesses
disproportionately apply for these smaller
loans. Therefore, the LowDoc Program has
had great success in recruiting more women
and minority small business owners to the 7(a)
Program. In addition, because of the reduced
paperwork required of the lending institution in
LowDoc loans, the program has increased the
participation of smaller lenders who have been
found to be more likely to lend to smaller busi-
nesses. The SBA has been criticized in recent
years for overlending to larger small busi-
nesses at the determent of smaller small busi-
nesses. The LowDoc Program is one of the
devices the SBA has created to successfully
address this complaint.

H.R. 3719 severely limits the LowDoc Pro-
gram by restricting which lenders can make
LowDoc loans. Under the act, only those lend-
ers who are preferred, certified or have signifi-
cant experience in making small business
loans can make LowDoc loans. These cat-
egorizations will greatly limit the number of
lenders who can make LowDoc loans. In par-
ticular, the number of small lending institutions
able to provide LowDoc loans will be greatly
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reduced. Thus, H.R. 3719 acts to limit acces-
sibility to LowDoc loans.

According to Representative MEYERS, H.R.
3719 limits access to LowDoc loans on the
basis of anecdotal evidence that LowDoc
loans are high risk. However, the SBA has
shown that there is no reason to believe that
LowDoc loans are more risky than other loans,
and, in fact, they may be even less risky. The
SBA has found that both the currency rate, the
rate of payments made on time, and the de-
fault rate on LowDoc loans are as good or
better than those for other SBA loans.

There appears to be little reason to alter the
LowDoc Loan Program given that the program
has made the 7(a) loan program more acces-
sible to minority and women-owned small
businesses, to all smaller businesses, and to
small lending-institutions. In addition, the pro-
gram has proven to be a relatively safe loan
program. The changes to the LowDoc pro-
gram are simply an example of the microman-
aging which exists throughout H.R. 3719 and
which is not necessary to successfully reform
the SBA. However, I am confident that these
problems can be worked out through amend-
ments and in conference committee. There-
fore, I restate my support of H.R. 3719 and
commend the bipartisan effort which led to its
creation.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise before
you today in support of the Small Business
Improvement Act, H.R. 3719.

Before speaking on the merits of the legisla-
tion, let me take this opportunity to thank the
Chair of this committee, my colleague from
Kansas, Congresswoman MEYERS, who has
been not only a good chair of the committee
but a good Member of the House and a good
friend. On behalf of the people of the 19th dis-
trict, I wish her well in her future endeavors.

This bill makes individuals who have suf-
fered from all types of disasters eligible for
loans from the Disaster Loan Program. While
I certainly believe we should respond to peo-
ple in need after a natural disaster, I believe
we must make sure that the primary focus of
these efforts are on sudden, natural disasters,
such as tornadoes, and floods, and as we are
all watching today, hurricanes and tropical
storms. In my district we deal with sudden dis-
asters on a yearly basis and we must be ca-
pable of responding to these situations at any
given moment, and it is imperative that the re-
sources are in place.

Having expressed those reservations, I do
rise in support of the bill and urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 3719 and thank the
Chair and my ranking member, Congressman
LAFALCE, for their efforts in bringing this bill
before us today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I have always been a supporter of small
business, both in my district and throughout
the Nation. Small business is the motor of our
economic engine, it supplies most of the jobs
and at least half of the economic activity. It is
my firm belief that the Government should do
everything it can within reason to assist small
businesses in succeeding. The Small Busi-
ness Administration has been instrumental in
the development, growth, and success of
thousands of businesses and should be com-
mended for its work and efforts. The SBA
General Store in my district in Houston is a
prime example of how this agency has played
an important part in the expansion and growth
of our economy.

While all of this is true, in these difficult
times of tight budgets we must trim costs,
where we can, but we must do so while still
striving to achieve our basic goals. We must
not be too short-sighted and slash and burn
budgets and programs, doing more harm than
good in the long run. Instead we must care-
fully prune away what we can, leaving the
fruits intact. H.R. 3719 takes a reasonable ap-
proach at reforming some of the SBA’s loan
programs.

I support small business, the President sup-
ports small business, and I encourage all of
my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, the Small
Business Programs Improvement Act of 1996
reforms business loan programs administered
by the Small Business Administration [SBA].
Specifically, the bill reduces subsidy rates for
commercial development and disaster loans,
directs the SBA to privatize certain aspects of
the loan application and approval process to
expedite service to potential borrowers, and
ensures adequate Federal funding to carry out
SBA programs.

H.R. 3719 includes an amendment I offered,
which was adopted during the full committee
markup of this legislation, regarding disaster
assistance loans. My amendment accom-
plished two things: No. 1, it made an addition
to the definition of a disaster under section
(3)(k) of the Small Business Act by inserting
language regarding ocean conditions; and No.
2, it set an effective date, for the amendment,
with respect to any disaster occurring on or
after March 1, 1994. I offered this amendment
in an attempt to help remedy problems affect-
ing the fishing industry in Gloucester and other
areas in Massachusetts.

The Commonwealth requested disaster as-
sistance from the U.S. Small Business Admin-
istration. The request was made on behalf of
the fishermen of Essex, Bristol, and
Barnstable Counties, all who have suffered se-
vere economic losses because of the collapse
of cod, yellow tail flounder, and haddock fish-
eries in their region, and the closing of certain
areas to fishing by the Federal Government.
Incredibly, this request was denied by the
SBA.

Knowing that the vast majority of these fish-
ermen and processors are small business
owners, this small addition to the definition of
disaster assistance is a logical way to help. It
is clear that the Federal Government’s actions
precipitated this sudden closure after years of
pronouncements that the situation was under
control, and therefore, the request was justi-
fied.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill for small
business and I urge my colleagues to support
it.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the manager’s
amendment. H.R. 3719 attacks the small busi-
nesses in my Congressional district and for
that matter across the Nation. I am especially
incensed by the manner in which this bill
treats innocent victims of natural disasters and
am therefore pleased with the changes to the
Disaster Loan Program included in the man-
ager’s amendment.

The Small Business Administration’s Disas-
ter Loan Program helps victims of natural dis-
asters rebuild and get back on their feet. The
Northridge earthquake had a devastating im-
pact on southern California. From the point at
which the earthquake struck, on January 17,

1994 until June 30, 1996 the Small Business
Administration provided 124,180 loans, totaling
$4.5 billion to businesses and individuals that
may not otherwise have been able to rebuild.

And I will remind my colleagues that it is not
just California that benefits from the disaster
loans. Even as we speak, millions of people
along the East Coast are preparing for the po-
tential devastation that may be caused by hur-
ricane Fran.

While my thoughts and my prayers are with
the potential victims of hurricane Fran, I am
committed to do all I can to ensure that if they
do suffer damage, that they are given all avail-
able assistance to rebuild their lives and their
economy.

Low interest disaster loans are key to the
economic recovery of an area after a disaster
has hit. The manager’s amendment I am
pleased to report, would cap the interest rate
at 7 percent. In the last 6 years California
alone, which has certainly seen its share of
disasters, has received 165,373 loans totaling
over $5.5 billion. Given the importance of
small businesses to any economy, I believe
that these loans have been instrumental to the
economic recovery that the State has
achieved.

The changes to the Disaster Assistance
Program are but one reason I support this
amendment. Overall I believe that it makes the
bill more responsive to the needs of our Na-
tion’s small and emerging businesses and I
therefore urge my colleagues to support the
manager’s amendment.

Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. Chairman, I am pleased
we are prepared to approve this important bill
authorizing certain programs in the Small busi-
ness Administration. The Small Business
Committee, on which I serve, has worked dili-
gently to reach accord on certain differences
with regard to policy. As a result, we have
been able to produce a responsible authoriza-
tion bill that protects popular SBA programs
while reducing the Federal Government’s
share of expenses. Given the growing popu-
larity and need for such programs, these
changes were necessary to instill a sense of
commitment in all participants.

As a freshman Member of Congress, I am
particularly pleased to have legislation I intro-
duced earlier this year included in this author-
ization bill. This is my first legislative initiative
to be approved by the full House, and I hope
it will be enacted into law. My legislation will
encourage banks to make capital available to
small firms that want to export their goods. It
does so by increasing the guarantee rate on
export loans backed by the SBA. The change
was necessary because the SBA guarantee
rate for export working capital loans was re-
duced in legislation approved last year, creat-
ing a disparity between the rate offered to
small businesses by the SBA, and the rate of-
fered to larger businesses by the Export-Im-
port Bank. Prior to the 1995 legislation, SBA
and the Export-Import Bank harmonized their
export loan programs to ensure that all bor-
rowers—big businesses and small busi-
nesses—would have the same loan terms.
Both provided a 90 percent guarantee rate on
loans. My legislation returns the SBA guaran-
tee rate to 90 percent, the same level as that
offered by the Export-Import Bank.

It is widely believed that the reduction in
SBA’s guarantee rate for export loans had a
chilling effect on small business lenders, who
were required to incur greater risk. A recent
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letter from the Trade Promotion Coordinating
Committee indicated that over half of the lend-
ers polled, small lenders in particular, would
retreat from making trade finance loans to
small businesses due to increased risk. The
letter, signed by the Secretary of Commerce,
the SBA administrator, the Ex-Im Bank chair-
man, and the director of the U.S. Trade and
Development Agency, urged reharmonization
of the rates.

In addition, a recent GAO study noted that
the guarantee rate is critical for funding origi-
nal loans, and that a higher rate is particularly
important when the lender or borrower is new
to export. This is precisely the audience SBA
serves in an effort to increase small business
exports.

I’m pleased that my legislation was added to
the bill. It’s important to me because it recog-
nizes the critical role of trade and exports to
the economy of Maine and the Nation. Figures
from the Department of Commerce underline
the incredible potential of foreign markets. Ac-
cording to them, every $1 billion in increased
trade creates approximately 20,000 manufac-
turing jobs and 40–60,000 service and support
jobs. Moreover, wages associated with ex-
ported goods are some 20 percent higher than
those related to nonexports.

Reharmonizing the guarantee rate could
have very positive effects for our economy, as
well as small business exporters, one of the
fastest growing segments of the exporting
community. As a member of the Small Busi-
ness Committee, I am constantly seeking
ways to help smaller companies expand and
succeed. It is my strong belief that small busi-
nesses will benefit from increased trade. Pro-
moting exports is one of the best means to
this end. Encouraging new small business ex-
ports is an important, nonpartisan public policy
objective.

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the
bill shall be considered by title as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment and pursuant to the rule, the first
three sections and each title are con-
sidered as read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may: (1) postpone until a
time during further consideration in
the Committee of the Whole a request
for a recorded vote on an amendment;
and (2) reduce to 5 minutes the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on any
postponed question that follows an-
other electronic vote without interven-
ing business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the
first in any series of questions shall be
15 minutes.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Small Business Programs Improvement Act
of 1996’’.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
entire committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read printed in the RECORD, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Kansas?

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is as follows:

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Administrator defined.
Sec. 3. Effective date.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS ACT

Sec. 101. References.
Sec. 102. Risk management database.
Sec. 103. Section 7(a) loan program.
Sec. 104. Disaster loan program.
Sec. 105. Microloan demonstration program.
Sec. 106. Small business development center

program.
Sec. 107. Miscellaneous authorities to provide

loans and other financial assist-
ance.

Sec. 108. Small business competitiveness dem-
onstration program.

Sec. 109. Amendment to Small Business Guar-
anteed Credit Enhancement Act of
1993.

Sec. 110. 1998 authorizations.
Sec. 111. Level of participation for export work-

ing capital loans.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS INVESTMENT ACT

Sec. 201. References.
Sec. 202. Modifications to development company

debenture program.
Sec. 203. Required actions upon default.
Sec. 204. Loan liquidation pilot program.
Sec. 205. Registration of certificates.
Sec. 206. Preferred surety bond guarantee pro-

gram.
SEC. 2. ADMINISTRATOR DEFINED.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Administrator’’ means
the Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise expressly provided, this
Act and the amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on October 1, 1996.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS ACT

SEC. 101. REFERENCES.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this title an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 631 et seq.).
SEC. 102. RISK MANAGEMENT DATABASE.

Section 4(b) (15 U.S.C. 633) is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (2) the following:

‘‘(3) RISK MANAGEMENT DATABASE.—
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administration

shall establish, within the management system
for the loan programs authorized by subsections
(a) and (b) of section 7 of this Act and title V
of the Small Business Investment Act of 1958, a
management information system that will gen-
erate a database capable of providing timely
and accurate information in order to identify
loan underwriting, collections, recovery, and
liquidation problems.

‘‘(B) INFORMATION TO BE MAINTAINED.—In ad-
dition to such other information as the Adminis-
tration considers appropriate, the database es-
tablished under subparagraph (A) shall, with

respect to each loan program described in sub-
paragraph (A), include information relating to—

‘‘(i) the identity of the institution making the
guaranteed loan or issuing the debenture;

‘‘(ii) the identity of the borrower;
‘‘(iii) the total dollar amount of the loan or

debenture;
‘‘(iv) the total dollar amount of government

exposure in each loan;
‘‘(v) the district of the Administration in

which the borrower has its principal office;
‘‘(vi) the borrower’s principal line of business,

as identified by Standard Industrial Classifica-
tion Code (or any successor to that system);

‘‘(vii) the delinquency rate for each program
(including number of instances and days over-
due);

‘‘(viii) the number of defaults in each program
(including losses and recoveries);

‘‘(ix) the number of deferrals or forbearances
in each program (including days and number of
instances); and

‘‘(x) comparisons on the basis of loan pro-
gram, lender, Administration district and re-
gion, for all the data elements maintained.

‘‘(C) DEADLINE FOR OPERATIONAL CAPABIL-
ITY.—The database established under subpara-
graph (A) shall be operational not later than
March 31, 1997, and shall capture data begin-
ning on the first day of the first quarter of fiscal
year 1997 beginning after such date and there-
after.’’.
SEC. 103. SECTION 7(a) LOAN PROGRAM.

(a) SERVICING AND LIQUIDATION OF LOANS BY
PREFERRED LENDERS.—Section 7(a)(2)(C)(ii)(II)
(15 U.S.C. 636(a)(2)(C)(ii)(II)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(II) complete authority to service and liq-
uidate such loans without obtaining the prior
specific approval of the Administration for rou-
tine servicing and liquidation activities, but
shall not take any actions creating an actual or
apparent conflict of interest.’’.

(b) CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM.—Section
7(a)(19) (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(19)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(19)(A) CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM.—
‘‘(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—In addition to the Pre-

ferred Lenders Program authorized by the pro-
viso in section 5(b)(7), the Administration is au-
thorized to establish a Certified Lenders Pro-
gram for lenders who establish their knowledge
of Administration laws and regulations concern-
ing the guaranteed loan program and their pro-
ficiency in program requirements.

‘‘(ii) SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION.—The des-
ignation of a lender as a certified lender shall be
suspended or revoked at any time that the Ad-
ministration determines that the lender is not
adhering to its rules and regulations or that the
loss experience of the lender is excessive as com-
pared to other lenders, but such suspension or
revocation shall not affect any outstanding
guarantee.

‘‘(B) UNIFORM AND SIMPLIFIED LOAN FORMS.—
In order to encourage all lending institutions
and other entities making loans authorized
under this subsection to provide loans of $50,000
or less in guarantees to eligible small business
loan applicants, the Administration shall de-
velop and allow participating lenders to solely
utilize a uniform and simplified loan form for
such loans.

‘‘(C) LOW DOCUMENTATION LOAN PROGRAM.—
The Administrator may carry out the low docu-
mentation loan program for loans of $100,000 or
less only through Preferred Lenders and Cer-
tified Lenders, or lenders with significant expe-
rience making small business loans. The Admin-
istration shall give special consideration to lend-
ers who have made loans under the authority of
this section. The Administrator shall promulgate
regulations defining the experience necessary
for lenders other than Preferred or Certified
Lenders for participation as a lender in the low
documentation loan program no later than 90
days after the date of enactment of this sub-
section.
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‘‘(D) AUTHORITY LIQUIDATE LOANS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Lenders participating in the

Certified Lenders Program shall have authority
to liquidate loans made with a guarantee from
the Administration.

‘‘(ii) APPROVAL.—The Administrator has the
authority to require a certified lender to request
approval of a routine liquidation activity, and if
the Administrator does not approve or deny a
request made by a certified lender within a pe-
riod of 3 business days, such request shall be
deemed to be approved.

‘‘(E) LOW DOCUMENTATION LOAN PROGRAM
SUBSIDY RATE.—The Administrator shall with
the assistance of the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget establish and monitor,
on an annual basis, the subsidy rate for the low
documentation loan program, independently of
other loans authorized by this section.’’.

(c) LIMITATION ON CONDUCTING PILOT
PROJECTS.—Section 7(a) (15 U.S.C. 636(a)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(25) LIMITATION ON CONDUCTING PILOT
PROJECTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 10 percent
of the total number of loans guaranteed in any
fiscal year under this subsection may be award-
ed as part of a pilot program which is com-
menced by the Administrator on or after October
1, 1996.

‘‘(B) PILOT PROGRAM DEFINED.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘pilot program’ means any lend-
ing program initiative, project, innovation, or
other activity not specifically authorized by
law.’’.

(d) SECURITIZATION OF UNGUARANTEED POR-
TIONS OF SBA LOANS.—Section 5(f)(3) (15 U.S.C.
634(f)(3)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘The Administration may not pro-
hibit a lender from securitizing the nonguaran-
teed portion of any loan made under section
7(a). In order to reduce the risk of loss to the
government in the event of default, the Adminis-
tration shall require all lenders securitizing, or
requesting Administration approval for the
securitization of the nonguaranteed portion of
any loan after August 1, 1996, to retain exposure
of up to 10 percent of the amount of the loan,
which percentage shall be applicable uniformly
to both depository institutions and other lend-
ers.’’.

(e) CONDITIONS ON PURCHASE OF LOANS.—
(1) SERVICING FEE.—Section 5(g)(5) (15 U.S.C.

634(g)(5)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(C) In the event the Administration pays a
claim under a guarantee issued under this Act,
the servicing fees paid to the lender from the
earliest date of default to the date of payment of
the claim shall be no more than the agreed upon
rate, minus one percent.’’.

(2) PAYMENT OF ACCRUED INTEREST.—Section
7(a)(17) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(17) The Administration’’ and
inserting ‘‘(17)(A) The Administration’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) Any bank or other lending institution

making a claim for payment on the guaranteed
portion of a loan made under this subsection
shall be paid the accrued interest due on the
loan from the earliest date of default to the date
of payment of the claim at a rate not to exceed
the rate of interest on the loan on the date of
default, minus one percent.’’.

(f) PLAN FOR TRANSFER OF LOAN SERVICING
FUNCTIONS TO CENTRALIZED CENTERS.—

(1) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN REQUIRED.—The
Administrator of the Small Business Administra-
tion shall submit a detailed plan for consolidat-
ing, in one or more centralized centers, the per-
formance of the various functions relating to the
servicing of loans directly made or guaranteed
by the Administration pursuant to the Small
Business Act, addressing the matters described
in paragraph (2) by the deadline specified in
paragraph (3).

(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—In addition to such
other matters as the Administrator may deem

appropriate, the plan required by paragraph (1)
shall include—

(A) the proposed number and location of such
centralized loan processing centers;

(B) the proposed workload (identified by type
and numbers of loans and their geographic ori-
gin by the Small Business Administration dis-
trict office) and staffing of each such center;

(C) a detailed, time-phased plan for the trans-
fer of the identified loan servicing functions to
each proposed center; and

(D) any identified impediments to the timely
execution of the proposed plan (including ade-
quacy of available financial resources, avail-
ability of needed personnel, facilities, and relat-
ed equipment) and the Administrator’s rec-
ommendations for addressing such impediments.

(3) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—The plan re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall be submitted to
the Committees on the Small Business of the
House of Representatives and Senate not later
than February 28, 1997.

(g) PREFERRED LENDER STANDARD REVIEW
PROGRAM.—Not later than 60 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator
shall issue a request for proposals regarding the
standard review program for the Preferred
Lender Program established by section 5(b)(7) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 634(b)(7)). The
Administrator shall require such standard re-
view for each new entrant to the Preferred
Lender Program.

(h) INDEPENDENT STUDY OF LOAN PRO-
GRAMS.—

(1) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Administrator
shall conduct a comprehensive assessment of the
performance of the loan programs authorized by
section 7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(a)) and title V of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 661) addressing the
matters described in paragraph (2) and resulting
in a report to Congress pursuant to paragraph
(5).

(2) MATTERS TO BE ASSESSED.—In addition to
such other matters as the Administrator consid-
ers appropriate, the assessment required by
paragraph (1) shall address, with respect to
each loan program described in paragraph (1)
for each of the fiscal years described in para-
graph (3)—

(A) the number and frequency of deferrals
and defaults;

(B) default rates;
(C) comparative loss rates, by—
(i) type of lender (separately addressing pre-

ferred lenders, certified lenders, and general
participation lenders);

(ii) term of the loan; and
(iii) dollar value of the loan at disbursement;

and
(D) the economic models used by the Office of

Management and Budget to calculate the credit
subsidy rate applicable to the loan programs.

(3) PERIOD OF ASSESSMENT.—The assessments
undertaken pursuant to paragraph (2) shall ad-
dress data for the period beginning with the
first full fiscal year of the implementation of
each loan program described in paragraph (1)
through fiscal year 1995.

(4) PERFORMANCE BY THE PRIVATE SECTOR.—
(A) CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE.—A private

sector contractor shall be used by the Adminis-
trator to conduct the assessment required by
paragraph (1) and to prepare the report to Con-
gress required by paragraph (3).

(B) SOLICITATION AND AWARD.—The contract
shall be awarded pursuant to a solicitation is-
sued not later than 60 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, which shall provide for
full and open competition. The Administrator
shall make every reasonable effort to award the
contract not later that 60 days after the date
specified in the solicitation for receipt of propos-
als.

(C) ACCESS TO INFORMATION.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide to the contractor access to
any information collected by or available to the
Administration with regard to the loan pro-

grams being assessed. The contractor shall pre-
serve the confidentiality of any information for
which confidentiality is protected by law or
properly asserted by the person submitting such
information.

(D) CONTRACT FUNDING.—The Administrator
shall fund the cost of the contract from the
amounts appropriated for the salaries and ex-
penses of the Administration for fiscal year 1997.

(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—
(A) CONTENTS.—The contractor shall submit a

report of—
(i) its analyses of the matters to be assessed

pursuant to paragraph (2); and
(ii) its independent recommendations, with re-

spect to each loan program, regarding—
(I) improving the Administration’s timely col-

lection and subsequent management of data to
measure the performance of each loan program
described in paragraph (1); and

(II) reducing loss rates for each such loan pro-
gram.

(B) SUBMISSION BY CONTRACTOR.—The con-
tractor shall submit the report required by sub-
paragraph (A) not later than 6 months after the
date of the contract award.

(C) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—The Adminis-
trator shall submit the report received from the
contractor pursuant to subparagraph (B) to the
Committees on Small Business of the House of
Representatives and the Senate within 30 days
of receipt of the report. The Administrator shall
append his comments, and those of the Office of
Management and Budget, if any, to the report.

(i) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE STUDY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The General Accounting Of-

fice shall conduct a comparison of the cost of
liquidation for—

(A) loans guaranteed under the Preferred
Lenders Program that are authorized by section
7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a))
and liquidated by the Preferred Lenders;

(B) loans made and liquidated by, Preferred
Lenders, but not guaranteed under the author-
ity in section 7(a); and

(C) loans guaranteed by the Small Business
Administration under the authority in section
7(a) and liquidated by the Administration, tak-
ing into account all of the related costs incurred
by the Federal Government.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 9 months after
the date of enactment of this Act the General
Accounting Office shall deliver the results of the
study to the Committees on Small Business of
the House and Senate.
SEC. 104. DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM.

(a) INTEREST RATE.—Section 7(c) (15 U.S.C.
636(c)) is amended by redesignating paragraphs
(6) and (7) as paragraphs (8) and (9), respec-
tively, and by inserting after paragraph (5) the
following:

‘‘(6) DISASTERS COMMENCING AFTER OCTOBER
1, 1996.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the interest rate on the Federal share of
any loan made under subsection (b)(1) and
(b)(2) on account of a disaster commencing on or
after October 1, 1996, shall be in the case of a
homeowner, or business, or other concern, in-
cluding agricultural cooperatives, unable to ob-
tain credit elsewhere, at the rate prescribed by
the Administration but not more than 3⁄4 of the
rate determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, taking into consideration the current aver-
age market yield on outstanding marketable ob-
ligations of the United States with remaining
periods to maturity comparable to the average
maturities of such loans plus an additional
charge of not to exceed 1 percent per annum as
determined by the Administrator, and adjusted
to the nearest 1⁄8 of 1 percent.

‘‘(7) LIABILITY.—Whoever wrongfully
misapplies the proceeds of a loan under sub-
section (b) shall be liable to the Administrator in
an amount equal to 11⁄2 times the original prin-
cipal amount of the loan.’’.

(b) PRIVATE SECTOR LOAN SERVICING DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.—
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(1)(A) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM REQUIRED.—

The Administration shall conduct a demonstra-
tion program, within the parameters described
in paragraph (2), to evaluate the comparative
costs and benefits of having the Administra-
tion’s portfolio of disaster loans serviced under
contract rather than directly by employees of
the Administration.

(B) INITIATION DATE.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministration shall issue a request for proposals
for the program parameters described in para-
graph (2).

(2) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM PARAMETERS.—
(A) LOAN SAMPLE.—The sample of loans for

the demonstration program shall be randomly
drawn from the Administration’s portfolio of
loans made pursuant to section 7(b) of the Small
Business Act and include 20,000 loans for resi-
dential properties and 5,000 loans for commer-
cial properties.

(B) CONTRACT AND OPTIONS.—The Administra-
tion shall solicit and competitively award one or
more contracts to service the loans included in
the sample of loans described in subparagraph
(A) for a term of 2 years with 5 2-year options,
each to be awarded subject to subparagraph (C).

(C) ASSESSMENTS OF PERFORMANCE.—Prior to
award of any contract option, the Administra-
tion shall assess the costs and performance of
each contractor and compare such costs and
such performance to the costs and performance
of servicing disaster loans by employees of the
Administration. The Administrator shall not ex-
ercise a contract option if the cost of perform-
ance of the loan servicing by the contractor ex-
ceeds the cost of performance of the loan servic-
ing by employees of the Administration. The Ad-
ministrator may terminate the contract during
its initial term (or any subsequent option pe-
riod), based upon performance and cost criteria
specified in the solicitation and included in the
contract.

(D) DISPOSITION OF GOVERNMENT FURNISHED
PROPERTY.—The contract shall require the con-
tractor to—

(i) maintain the confidentiality of the loan
files furnished by the Administration; and

(ii) return such loan files and other Govern-
ment-furnished property within a specified pe-
riod after expiration (or termination) of the con-
tract.

(3) TERM OF DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The demonstration program

required by paragraph (1) shall commence on
the first day of the first fiscal year quarter after
the award of the contract and continue through
the last day of the fiscal year quarter at the ex-
piration of the 2-year contract period or any
subsequent contract option.

(B) EARLY TERMINATION.—If the Adminis-
trator terminates each contract pursuant to
paragraph (2)(C), the demonstration program
shall end on the effective date of such termi-
nation.

(4) REPORTS.—
(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Administrator

shall submit to the Committees on Small Busi-
ness of the House of Representatives and Senate
interim reports on the conduct of the demonstra-
tion program not later than 60 days prior to the
expiration of the initial 2-year contract perform-
ance period, each subsequent option period, or
termination of a contract. The contractor shall
be afforded a reasonable opportunity to attach
comments to each such report.

(B) FINAL REPORT.—The Administrator shall
submit to the Committees on Small Business of
the House of Representatives and Senate a final
report within 120 days of the termination of the
demonstration program.

(c) DEFINITION OF DISASTER.—(1) Section 3(k)
(15 U.S.C. 632(k)) is amended by striking ‘‘ocean
conditions’’ and inserting ‘‘ocean conditions, or
government action (regulatory or otherwise)’’.

(2) For the purposes of this Act this amend-
ment shall be considered effective with respect
to any disaster occurring on or after March 1,
1994.

SEC. 105. MICROLOAN DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAM.

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 7(m)(4) (15 U.S.C. 636(m)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘25 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘20 percent’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘25 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘35 percent’’.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF GUARANTEED
MICROLOAN PILOT PROGRAM.—

(1) ACTION REQUIRED.—The Administrator
shall implement or submit a detailed report ex-
plaining the impediments to the implementation
of a Guaranteed Microloan Pilot Program pur-
suant to section 7(m)(12) (15 U.S.C. 636(m)(12))
addressing the matters described in paragraph
(2) by the deadline specified in paragraph (3).

(2) CONTENTS OF IMPLEMENTATION REPORT.—
In addition to such other matters as the Admin-
istrator may deem appropriate, the plan re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall include any iden-
tified impediments to implementation of a Guar-
anteed Microloan Pilot Program that, in the
opinion of the Administrator, require amend-
ments to the program’s authorizing legislation,
and if such impediments are identified, includes
recommendations for such statutory changes.

(3) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—The plan re-
quired by paragraph (2) shall be submitted to
the Committees on Small Business of the House
of Representatives and Senate not later than
December 1, 1996.

(c) LIMITATION ON FUNDING.—In the event
that the Administrator shall fail to submit the
report required by subsection (b)(1) by the dead-
line specified in subsection (b)(3), none of the
amounts appropriated to carry out the
Microloan Program authorized by section
7(m)(12) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(m)(12)) during fiscal year 1997 may be ex-
pended until such time as the pilot program is
implemented or the report is submitted.
SEC. 106. SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CEN-

TER PROGRAM.
(a) ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR SMALL

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS.—
(1) DUTIES.—Section 21(h) (15 U.S.C. 648(h)) is

amended to read as follows:
‘‘(h) ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR SMALL

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS.—
‘‘(1) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.—The

Administrator shall appoint an Associate Ad-
ministrator for Small Business Development
Centers who shall report to an official who is
not more than one level below the Office of the
Administrator and who shall serve without re-
gard to the provisions of title 5 governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, and with-
out regard to chapter 51, and subchapter III of
chapter 53 of such title relating to classification
and General Schedule pay rates, but at a rate
not less than the rate of GS–17 of the General
Schedule.

‘‘(2) DUTIES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The sole responsibility of

the Associate Administrator for Small Business
Development Centers shall be to administer the
small business development center program. Du-
ties of the position shall include, but are not
limited to, recommending the annual program
budget, reviewing the annual budgets submitted
by each applicant, establishing appropriate
funding levels therefore, selecting applicants to
participate in this program, implementing the
provisions of this section, maintaining a clear-
inghouse to provide for the dissemination and
exchange of information between small business
development centers and conducting audits of
recipients of grants under this section.

‘‘(B) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS.—In car-
rying out the duties described in this subsection,
the Associate Administrator shall confer with
and seek the advice of the Board established by
subsection (i) and Administration officials in
areas served by the small business development
centers; however, the Associate Administrator
shall be responsible for the management and ad-

ministration of the program and shall not be
subject to the approval or concurrence of such
Administration officials.’’.

(2) REFERENCES TO ASSOCIATE ADMINIS-
TRATOR.—Section 21 (15 U.S.C. 648) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (c)(7) by striking ‘‘Deputy
Associate Administrator of the Small Business
Development Center program’’ and inserting
‘‘Associate Administrator for Small Business De-
velopment Centers’’; and

(B) in subsection (i)(2) by striking ‘‘Deputy
Associate Administrator for Management Assist-
ance’’ and inserting ‘‘Associate Administrator
for Small Business Development Centers’’.

(b) EXTENSION OR RENEWAL OF COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—Section 21(k)(3) (15 U.S.C.
648(k)(3)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) EXTENSION OR RENEWAL OF COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In extending or renewing a
cooperative agreement of a small business devel-
opment center, the Administration shall con-
sider the results of the examination and certifi-
cation program conducted pursuant to para-
graphs (1) and (2).

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—After
September 30, 2000, the Administration may not
renew or extend any cooperative agreement with
a small business development center unless the
center has been approved under the certification
program conducted pursuant to this subsection;
except that the Associate Administrator for
Small Business Development Centers may waive
such certification requirement, in the discretion
of the Associate Administrator, upon a showing
that the center is making a good faith effort to
obtain certification.’’.

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 21(l) (15
U.S.C. 648(l)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(l) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The authority to
enter into contracts shall be in effect for each
fiscal year only to the extent and in the
amounts as are provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts. After the administration has en-
tered a contract, either as a grant or a coopera-
tive agreement, with any applicant under this
section, it shall not suspend, terminate, or fail
to renew or extend any such contract unless the
Administration provides the applicant with
written notification setting forth the reasons
therefore and affording the applicant an oppor-
tunity for a hearing, appeal, or other adminis-
trative proceeding under the provisions of chap-
ter 5 of title 5, United States Code.’’.
SEC. 107. MISCELLANEOUS AUTHORITIES TO PRO-

VIDE LOANS AND OTHER FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE.

(a) FUNDING LIMITATION; SEMINARS.—Section
7(d) (15 U.S.C. 636(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)’’;
and

(2) by striking paragraph (2).
(b) TRADE ADJUSTMENT LOANS.—Section 7(e)

(15 U.S.C. 636(e)) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(e) ƒRESERVED≈.’’.
(c) WAIVER OF CREDIT ELSEWHERE TEST FOR

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES.—Section 7(f) (15
U.S.C. 636(f)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(f) ƒRESERVED≈.’’.
(d) LOANS TO SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS FOR

SOLAR ENERGY AND ENERGY CONSERVATION
MEASURES.—Section 7(l) (15 U.S.C. 636(l)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(l) ƒRESERVED≈.’’.
SEC. 108. SMALL BUSINESS COMPETITIVENESS

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.
(a) EXTENSION OF DEMONSTRATION PRO-

GRAM.—Section 711(c) of the Small Business
Competitiveness Demonstration Program Act of
1988 (15 U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat. 3890) is
amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 1996’’ and
inserting ‘‘September 30, 2000’’.

(b) REPORTING OF SUBCONTRACT PARTICIPA-
TION IN CONTRACTS FOR ARCHITECTURAL AND
ENGINEERING SERVICES.—Section 714(b)(5) of the
Small Business Competitiveness Demonstration
Program Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 644 note; 102
Stat. 3892) is amended to read as follows:
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‘‘(5) DURATION.—The system described in sub-

section (a) shall be established not later than
October 1, 1996 (or as soon as practicable there-
after on the first day of a subsequent quarter of
fiscal year 1997), and shall terminate on Septem-
ber 30, 2000.’’.

(c) REFERENCES TO ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGI-
NEERING SERVICES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Competi-
tiveness Demonstration Program Act of 1988 (15
U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat. 3889 et seq.) is amend-
ed in subsections (a)(3) and (d) by striking ‘‘sur-
veying and mapping’’ and inserting ‘‘surveying,
mapping, and landscape architecture’’.

(2) DESIGNATED INDUSTRY GROUPS.—Section
717(d) of the Small Business Competitiveness
Demonstration Program Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C.
644 note; 102 Stat. 3894) is amended by inserting
‘‘standard industrial classification codes 0781 (if
identified as pertaining to architecture serv-
ices),’’ after ‘‘(if identified as pertaining to map-
ping services),’’.

(d) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 716 of the Small

Business Competitiveness Demonstration Pro-
gram Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat.
3893) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘fiscal year
1991 and 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal
years 1991 through 1999’’;

(B) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘results’’
and inserting ‘‘cumulative results’’; and

(C) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘1996’’ and
inserting ‘‘1999’’.

(2) CUMULATIVE REPORT THROUGH FISCAL YEAR
1995.—A cumulative report of the results of the
Small Business Competitiveness Demonstration
Program for fiscal years 1991 through 1995 shall
be submitted not later than 60 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act pursuant to
section 716(a) of the Small Business Competitive-
ness Demonstration Program Act of 1988 (15
U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat. 3893), as amended by
paragraph (1) of this subsection.
SEC. 109. AMENDMENT TO SMALL BUSINESS

GUARANTEED CREDIT ENHANCE-
MENT ACT OF 1993.

(a) Section 7 of the Small Business Guaran-
teed Credit Enhancement Act of 1993 (Public
Law 103–81; 15 U.S.C. 634 note) is repealed effec-
tive September 29, 1996.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for the Small Business Guaranteed Credit
Enhancement Act of 1993 (Public Law 103–81; 15
U.S.C. 631 note) is amended by striking the item
relating to section 7.
SEC. 110. 1998 AUTHORIZATIONS.

Section 20 (15 U.S.C. 631 note) is amended—
(1) in subsection (p), by striking ‘‘authorized

for fiscal year 1997’’ and inserting ‘‘authorized
for each of fiscal years 1997 and 1998’’;

(2) by striking subsection (p)(3)(B) and by in-
serting the following:

‘‘(B) $268,000,000 in guarantees of debentures;
and’’;

(3) in subsection (q)(1) by striking ‘‘fiscal year
1997’’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 1997
and 1998’’; and

(4) in subsection (q)(2) by striking ‘‘year 1997’’
and inserting ‘‘years 1997 and 1998’’.
SEC. 111. LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION FOR EXPORT

WORKING CAPITAL LOANS.

Section 7(a)(2) (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(2)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(D) PARTICIPATION UNDER EXPORT WORKING
CAPITAL PROGRAM.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), in an agreement to participate in a
loan on a deferred basis under the Export Work-
ing Capital Program established pursuant to
paragraph (14)(A), such participation by the
Administration shall be equal to the rate speci-
fied under this paragraph as in effect on the
day before the date of the enactment of the
Small Business Lending Enhancement Act of
1995.’’.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS INVESTMENT ACT

SEC. 201. REFERENCES.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this title an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).
SEC. 202. MODIFICATIONS TO DEVELOPMENT

COMPANY DEBENTURE PROGRAM.
(a) DECREASED LOAN TO VALUE RATIOS.—Sec-

tion 502(3) (15 U.S.C. 696(3)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(3) CRITERIA FOR ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any development company

assisted under this section or section 503 of this
title must meet the criteria established by the
Administration, including the extent of partici-
pation to be required or amount of paid-in cap-
ital to be used in each instance as is determined
to be reasonable by the Administration.

‘‘(B) COMMUNITY INJECTION FUNDS.—
‘‘(i) SOURCES OF FUNDS.—Community injection

funds may be derived, in whole or in part,
from—

‘‘(I) State or local governments;
‘‘(II) banks or other financial institutions;
‘‘(III) foundations or other not-for-profit in-

stitutions; or
‘‘(IV) the small business concern (or its own-

ers, stockholders, or affiliates) receiving assist-
ance through a body authorized by this title.

‘‘(ii) FUNDING FROM INSTITUTIONS.—Not less
than 50 percent of the total cost of any project
financed pursuant to clauses (i), (ii), or (iii) of
subparagraph (C) shall come from the institu-
tions described in subclauses (I), (II), and (III)
of clause (i).

‘‘(C) FUNDING FROM A SMALL BUSINESS CON-
CERN.—The small business concern (or its own-
ers, stockholders, or affiliates) receiving assist-
ance through a body authorized by this title
shall provide—

‘‘(i) at least 15 percent of the total cost of the
project financed, if the small business concern
has been in operation for a period of 2 years or
less;

‘‘(ii) at least 15 percent of the total cost of the
project financed if the project involves the con-
struction of a limited or single purpose building
or structure;

‘‘(iii) at least 20 percent of the total cost of the
project financed if the project involves both of
the conditions set forth in clauses (i) and (ii); or

‘‘(iv) at least 10 percent of the total cost of the
project financed, in all other circumstances, at
the discretion of the development company.’’.

(b) GUARANTEE FEE FOR DEVELOPMENT COM-
PANY DEBENTURES.—Section 503(b)(7)(A) (15
U.S.C. 697(b)(7)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘0.125 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘0.8125 percent’’.

(c) FEES TO OFFSET SUBSIDY COST.—Section
503(d) (15 U.S.C. 697(d)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(d) CHARGES FOR ADMINISTRATION EX-
PENSES.—

‘‘(1) LEVEL OF CHARGES.—The Administration
may impose an additional charge for adminis-
trative expenses with respect to each debenture
for which payment of principal and interest is
guaranteed under subsection (a).

‘‘(2) PARTICIPATION FEE.—The Administration
shall also impose a one-time fee of 50 basis
points on the total participation in any project
of any institution described in subclause (I),
(II), or (III) of section 502(3)(B)(i). Such fee
shall be imposed only when the participation of
the institution will occupy a senior credit posi-
tion to that of the development company. Such
fee shall be collected by the development com-
pany, forwarded to the Administration, and
used to offset the cost (as such term is defined
in section 502 of the Credit Reform Act of 1990)
to the Administration of making guarantees
under subsection (a).

‘‘(3) DEVELOPMENT COMPANY FEE.—The Ad-
ministration shall collect annually from each
development company a fee of 0.125 percent of
the outstanding principal balance of any guar-
anteed debenture authorized by the Administra-
tion after September 30, 1996. Such fee shall be
derived from the servicing fees collected by the
development company pursuant to regulation,
and shall not be derived from any additional
fees imposed on small business concerns. All pro-
ceeds of the fee shall be used to offset the cost
(as such term is defined in section 502 of the
Credit Reform Act of 1990) to the Administration
of making guarantees under subsection (a).’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 503 (15 U.S.C.
697) is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The fees authorized by
subsections (b) and (c) shall apply to financings
approved by the Administration on or after Oc-
tober 1, 1996, but shall not apply to financings
approved by the Administration on or after Oc-
tober 1, 1997.’’.
SEC. 203. REQUIRED ACTIONS UPON DEFAULT.

Section 503 (15 U.S.C. 697) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(g) REQUIRED ACTIONS UPON DEFAULT.—
‘‘(1) DEADLINES.—
‘‘(A) INITIAL ACTIONS.—Not later than the

45th day after the date on which a payment on
a loan funded through a debenture guaranteed
under this section is due and not received, the
Administration shall—

‘‘(i) take all necessary steps to bring such a
loan current; or

‘‘(ii) implement a formal written deferral
agreement.

‘‘(B) PURCHASE OR ACCELERATION OF DEBEN-
TURE.—Not later than the 65th day after the
date on which a payment on a loan described in
subparagraph (A) is due and not received, and
absent a formal written deferral agreement, the
Administration shall take all necessary steps to
purchase or accelerate the debenture.

‘‘(2) PREPAYMENT PENALTIES.—The Adminis-
tration shall, with respect to the portion of any
project derived from funds set forth in section
502(3)—

‘‘(A) negotiate the elimination of any prepay-
ment penalties or late fees on defaulted loans
made prior to September 30, 1996;

‘‘(B) decline to pay any prepayment penalty
or late fee on the default based purchase of
loans issued after September 30, 1996; and

‘‘(C) for any project financed after September
30, 1996, decline to pay any default interest rate
higher than the interest rate on the note prior
to the date of default.’’.
SEC. 204. LOAN LIQUIDATION PILOT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
carry out a loan liquidation pilot program (in
this section referred to as the ‘‘pilot program’’)
in accordance with the requirements of this sec-
tion.

(b) SELECTION OF DEVELOPMENT COMPANIES.—
Not later than 90 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Administrator shall
allow not less than 15 development companies
authorized to make loans and issue debentures
under title V of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958 to participate in the pilot program.
The development companies admitted shall
agree not to take any action that would create
a potential conflict of interest involving the de-
velopment company, the third party lender, or
an associate of the third party lender. In order
to qualify to participate in the pilot, each devel-
opment company shall—

(1) have a minimum of 6 years experience in
the program established by such title V;

(2) have made, during the last 6 fiscal years,
an average of 10 loans per year through the pro-
gram established by such title V; and

(3) have a minimum of 2 years experience, ei-
ther independently or through an agent, in liq-
uidating loans under the authority of a Federal,
State, or other lending program.
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(c) AUTHORITY OF DEVELOPMENT COMPA-

NIES.—The development companies selected
under subsection (b) shall, for all loans in their
portfolio of loans made through debentures
guaranteed under title V of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 that are in default after
the date of enactment of this Act, be authorized
to—

(1) perform all liquidation and foreclosure
functions, including the acceleration or pur-
chase of community injection funds; and

(2) liquidate such loans in a reasonable and
sound manner and according to commercially
accepted practices.

(d) AUTHORITY OF THE ADMINISTRATOR.—In
carrying out the pilot program, the Adminis-
trator shall—

(1) have full authority to deny participation
in the pilot program or rescind the authority
granted any development company under this
section upon a 10-day written notice stating the
reasons for the denial or rescission; and

(2) implement the pilot program no later than
90 days after the admission of the development
companies specified in subsection (b).

(e) REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall

issue a report on the results of the pilot program
to the Committees on Small Business of the
House of Representatives and the Senate. The
report shall include information relating to—

(A) the total dollar amount of each loan and
project liquidated;

(B) the total dollar amount guaranteed by the
Administration;

(C) total dollar losses;
(D) total recoveries both as percentage of the

amount guaranteed and the total cost of the
project; and

(E) a comparison of the pilot program infor-
mation with the same information for liquida-
tion conducted outside the pilot program over
the period of time.

(2) REPORTING PERIOD.—The report shall be
based on data from, and issued not later than 90
days after the close of, the first eight 8 fiscal
quarters of the pilot program’s operation after
the date of implementation.
SEC. 205. REGISTRATION OF CERTIFICATES.

(a) CERTIFICATES SOLD PURSUANT TO SMALL
BUSINESS ACT.—Section 5(h) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 634(h)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D);

(2) by striking ‘‘(h)’’ and inserting ‘‘(h)(1)’’;
(3) by striking subparagraph (A), as redesig-

nated by paragraph (1) of this subsection, and
inserting the following:

‘‘(A) provide for a central registration of all
loans and trust certificates sold pursuant to
subsections (f) and (g) of this section;’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit

the utilization of a book-entry or other elec-
tronic form of registration for trust certificates.
The Administration may, with the consent of
the Secretary of the Treasury, use the book-
entry system of the Federal Reserve System.’’.

(b) CERTIFICATES SOLD PURSUANT TO SMALL
BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPANY PROGRAM.—
Section 321(f) (15 U.S.C. 6871(f)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘Such central
registration shall include’’ and all that follows
through the period at the end of the paragraph;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit

the use of a book-entry or other electronic form
of registration for trust certificates.’’.

(c) CERTIFICATES SOLD PURSUANT TO DEVEL-
OPMENT COMPANY PROGRAM.—Section 505(f) (15
U.S.C. 697b(f)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D);

(2) by striking ‘‘(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘(f)(1)’’;
(3) by striking subparagraph (A), as redesig-

nated by paragraph (1) of this subsection, and
inserting the following:

‘‘(A) provide for a central registration of all
trust certificates sold pursuant to this section;’’
and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit

the utilization of a book-entry or other elec-
tronic form of registration for trust certifi-
cates.’’.
SEC. 206. PREFERRED SURETY BOND GUARANTEE

PROGRAM.
(a) ADMISSIONS OF ADDITIONAL PROGRAM

PARTICIPANTS.—Section 411(a) (15 U.S.C. 694(a))
is amended by adding a new paragraph (5), as
follows:

‘‘(5)(A) The Administration shall promptly act
upon an application from a surety to participate
in the Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee Pro-
gram, authorized by paragraph (3), in accord-
ance with criteria and procedures established in
regulations pursuant to subsection (d).

‘‘(B) The Administration is authorized to re-
duce the allotment of bond guarantee authority
or terminate the participation of a surety in the
Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee Program
based on the rate of participation of such surety
during the 4 most recent fiscal year quarters
compared to the median rate of participation by
the other sureties in the program.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to ap-
plications received (or pending substantive eval-
uation) on or after October 1, 1995.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MRS. MEYERS OF
KANSAS

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an en bloc amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendments offered by Mrs. MEYERS of

Kansas:
Page 7, line 24, strike ‘‘3’’ and insert ‘‘5’’.
Page 9, line 5, strike ‘‘shall’’ and insert

‘‘may’’.
Page 9, line 8, strike ‘‘after August 1, 1996’’.
Page 9, line 11, after ‘‘lenders’’ insert ‘‘un-

less the Administrator determines that the
lender, on a case by case basis, has under-
taken other agreements which retain an ac-
ceptable exposure to loss by the lender in the
event of default of a loan being securitized’’.

Page 17, line 9, after ‘‘percent’’ insert ‘‘but
not to exceed 7 per centum per annum’’.

Page 33, line 18, strike ‘‘0.8125’’ and insert
‘‘0.9375’’.

Page 38, line 5, after ‘‘funds’’ insert ‘‘, sub-
ject to such company obtaining prior written
approval from the Administrator before com-
mitting the agency to purchase any other in-
debtedness secured by the property: Provided,
That the Administrator shall approve or
deny a request for such purchase within a pe-
riod of 5 business days’’.

Page 38, line 8, after ‘‘practices’’ insert
‘‘pursuant to a liquidation plan approved by
the Administrator in advance of its imple-
mentation. If the Administrator does not ap-
prove or deny a request made by a certified
development company within a period of 5
business days, such request shall be deemed
to be approved’’.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendments be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Kansas?

There was no objection.
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-

man, the manager’s amendment at the
desk is a compromise designed to rem-
edy a few possible flaws in the underly-

ing bill. I want to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAFALCE], the
SBA, and the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT], and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BENTSEN], and others who
have contributed their time and assist-
ance with this amendment, and I ask
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment is
very simple and I will briefly explain
its provisions.

In title I, it amends section 103 to ex-
tend the amount of time the Small
Business Administration has to re-
spond to liquidation plans and requests
from certified lenders participating in
the 7(a) loan program from 3 days to 5.
This change is added because the need
was recognized to give the SBA a little
more time to respond to such requests.

The amendment also changes the
securitization provision in section 103
to clarify the intent of the committee.
Currently, non-bank lenders in the 7(a)
program may sell the nonguaranteed
portion of their 7(a) loans on the sec-
ondary market, thereby freeing up
funds for further much needed small
business lending. Unfortunately, banks
are not accorded the same privileges.
H.R. 3719 changes that and also re-
quires the SBA to determine whether a
lender, bank or non-bank, needs to
keep a reserve. Mr. TALENT and Mr.
BENTSEN felt that the language needed
further clarifications and we gladly ac-
commodated that request in this
amendment.

In section 104 of H.R. 3719 the com-
mittee proposes an amendment to
place a limit of 7 percent on the inter-
est rate charged for disaster loans to
homeowners and businesses without
credit available elsewhere. This cap is
lower than the maximum interest rate
of 8 percent charged to those with cred-
it available to them, but still reflects
the committee’s desire to balance the
need to control costs and our desire to
aid those afflicted by disasters.

The manager’s amendment also
amends section 203 to adjust the in-
crease in the fee imposed on borrowers
in the section 504 loan program. This
adjustment is necessary to bring the
subsidy rate for this program down the
last bit to achieve a zero subsidy rate.
The committee is not pleased with hav-
ing to take these steps but our alter-
native is to abandon a vital job creat-
ing program.

Finally, the amendment makes some
further adjustments in the pilot liq-
uidation program for the certified de-
velopment companies participating in
the 504 program. The amendments will
require the development companies to
obtain SBA approval prior to obligat-
ing the agency to purchasing any in-
debtedness needed to speed the liquida-
tion process. In addition, the amend-
ment requires that development com-
panies file liquidation plans with the
SBA to help the agency track the
progress and activities of the pilot pro-
gram participants.
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Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the manager’s amend-
ment. I think it adds significantly to
the merit of the bill. Most importantly,
I want to thank the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS] for being so gra-
cious and so conciliatory in the discus-
sions not only of the bill but, most re-
cently yesterday and today, the man-
ager’s amendment. She was extremely
conciliatory, and that made it so much
easier to come to the floor. I want to
thank the gentlewoman again.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
woman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS].

The amendments were agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At

the end of title II insert the following new
section:

It is the sense of the Congress that the sub-
sidy models prepared by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget relative to loan pro-
grams sponsored by the United States Small
Business Administration have a tendency to:

1. Overestimate potential risks of loss and;
2. Overemphasize historical losses that

may be anomalous and do not truly reflect
the success of the programs as a whole.

Consequently, Congress mandates the inde-
pendent study in Section 103(h) with hopes of
improving the ability of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to more accurately re-
flect the budgetary implications of such pro-
grams.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, as I

had stated in the general debate and
with the sound advice and counsel of
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE], our ranking Democrat, and the
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY-
ERS], our great chairwoman, I am con-
cerned about some of the pessimistic
and at times incorrect assumptions
that have been made by the OMB. Let
there be no mistake. I think especially
with the 504 program it has caused
problems.

I am a strong supporter of this bill,
but my amendment really reempha-
sizes the fact that in that independent
study, section 103–H, there are several
new areas to be presented that the Con-
gress is looking at relative to OMB
evaluations, and that is overestimation
of potential risks of loss, and at times
an overemphasis on historical losses
that may not be necessarily accurate
and truly reflect the success of the pro-
grams as a whole.

Mr. Chairman, the 504 program is
very important, as I said earlier, a
half-a-million jobs, 47,784 for Ohio. I
think by some of their estimates it has
caused that program, the subsidy con-
cern, to be really, really problematic.

So Members on both sides of the aisle
in Ohio joined forces with me. I
brought it to our committees. All it
does is reemphasize what we have done,
but it again emphasizes those specific
points that I think speak to this issue.
And if it does not resolve, we will basi-
cally handcuff communities from the
504 program.

So with that, I thank the gentle-
woman for the time. I appreciate her
being so considerate. We have been
working on this for some time, and I
am glad that this vehicle today is here
and we can play a part in it like this.
I ask for my colleagues’ support on this
amendment.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
state that I have no objection to the
Traficant amendment. Indeed, it
echoes the directive in H.R. 3719 to
have an independent study of OMB’s
assumptions in subsidy rate calcula-
tions. It certainly expresses the frus-
tration that I think was felt by me and
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE] and the entire committee over
this year’s subsidy rates. I do not think
anybody was at fault. But being told in
October that the subsidy rate is one
thing and in March that it has changed
dramatically made it difficult for all of
us. Therefore, I would be happy to ac-
cept the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I support primarily
the thrust of the amendment. I do want
to point out that I might have worded
it a bit differently had I drafted it, but
I do not want to quibble on words. The
thrust of it is something I concur with.

This is not a case of shooting the
messenger because of the message. No,
this is a case of really stating our puz-
zlement at this sudden about-face and
our wondering whether or not the un-
derlying assumptions of the reconsid-
ered subsidy rate are truly valid. It is
our way of underscoring our desire to
have the OMB not only come out and
tell us that something is dramatically
different but showing us precisely what
their economic assumptions were to
validate their new conclusions.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would have
been helpful if they could have done
that. I think that this amendment will
help ensure that they do that in the fu-
ture.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
If not, the question is on the commit-

tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BARRETT

of Nebraska) having assumed the chair,
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 3719), to amend
the Small Business Act and Small
Business Investment Act of 1958, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 516, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 0,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 406]

YEAS—408

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski

Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
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Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham

LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula

Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—25

Canady
Chrysler
Collins (IL)
Conyers
de la Garza
Deutsch
Dooley
Durbin
Engel

Fields (TX)
Ganske
Geren
Gibbons
Hansen
Harman
Hayes
Kingston
Lantos

Nadler
Quillen
Rose
Sanford
Williams
Young (AK)
Zeliff

b 1514

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members be given 5 legislative days to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 3719.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Kansas?

There was no objection.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent from rollcall votes Nos. 402,
403, 404, 405, and 406 because of a manda-
tory evacuation in my hometown of Savannah,
GA, due to Hurricane Fran’s approach to the
Georgia coastline. If I had been present I
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on all five of these
votes.
f

BILL EMERSON GOOD SAMARITAN
FOOD DONATION ACT

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 2428) to
encourage the donation of food and
grocery products to nonprofit organiza-
tions for distribution to needy individ-
uals by giving the Model Good Samari-
tan Food Donation Act the full force
and effect of law, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, and concur in the Sen-
ate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ments, as follows:
Senate amendments: Page 2, line 8, after

‘‘striking’’ insert: ‘‘the title heading and’’.
Page 2, strike out line 15 and insert: Sa-

maritan’’;
(C) in subsection (b)(7), to read as follows:
‘‘(7) GROSS NEGLIGENCE.—The term ‘gross

negligence’ means voluntary and conscious
conduct (including a failure to act) by a per-
son who, at the time of the conduct, knew
that the conduct was likely to be harmful to
the health or well-being of another person.’’;

Page 2, strike out all after line 15, over to
and including line 11 on page 3 and insert:

(D) by striking subsection (c) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(c) LIABILITY FOR DAMAGES FROM DO-
NATED FOOD AND GROCERY PRODUCTS.—

‘‘(1) LIABILITY OF PERSON OR GLEANER.—A
person or gleaner shall not be subject to civil
or criminal liability arising from the nature,
age, packaging, or condition of apparently
wholesome food or an apparently fit grocery
product that the person or gleaner donates
in good faith to a nonprofit organization for
ultimate distribution to needy individuals.

‘‘(2) LIABILITY OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZA-
TION.—A nonprofit organization shall not be
subject to civil or criminal liability arising
from the nature, age, packaging, or condi-
tion of apparently wholesome food or an ap-
parently fit grocery product that the non-
profit organization received as a donation in
good faith from a person or gleaner for ulti-
mate distribution to needy individuals.

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2)
shall not apply to an injury to or death of an
ultimate user or recipient of the food or gro-
cery product that results from an act or
omission of the person, gleaner, or nonprofit
organization, as applicable, constituting
gross negligence or intentional mis-
conduct.’’; and

Page 3, after line 11 insert:
(E) in subsection (f), by adding at the end

the following: ‘‘Nothing in this section shall
be construed to supersede State or local
health regulations.’’.

Page 4, after line 1 insert:
(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of

contents for the National and Community
Service Act of 1990 is amended by striking
the items relating to title IV.

Mr. GOODLING (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, although I do not
intend to object, I ask the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] to
offer an explanation of his request.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, on
July 12 the House passed H.R. 2428, the
Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Food
Donation Act, which would have the ef-
fect of increasing the donation of food
products to needy individuals and their
families. This legislation also paid
tribute to one of the finest Members of
this body with whom I have had the
privilege to serve, Bill Emerson.

The Senate has now acted on this
legislation and returned it to this body
for final action. The only major change
to the bill is the inclusion of language
that makes it explicit that nothing in
the act supersedes State or local health
regulations. It also makes minor clari-
fying changes with respect to the defi-
nition of gross negligence.

Mr. Speaker, the threat of liability
often inhibits the donation of food to
feed the needy. Individuals and cor-
porations who are interested in donat-
ing food often do not because they are
afraid of what will happen should such
food cause harm to recipients. This leg-
islation eliminates the threat of liabil-
ity, except in instances of intentional
harm and gross negligence, and it de-
serves our support.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation meant a
great deal to Bill Emerson and its en-
actment into law will be a fitting trib-
ute to a man who was committed to
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improving our Federal nutrition pro-
grams and to ensuring that needy fami-
lies do not go to bed hungry.

Bill Emerson was a great Member of
Congress. He was a man of the highest
character who devoted himself to the
cause of reducing hunger and to mak-
ing this country and this House a bet-
ter place. My thanks also to the gentle-
woman from Missouri [Ms. DANNER], a
cosponsor of this important legislation,
and a driving force in its enactment.

Mr. Speaker, for Bill Emerson and all
the needy families who depend on food
donations, I would ask the House give
final approval to H.R. 2428, the Bill
Emerson Good Samaritan Food Dona-
tion Act.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman for his
explanation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the
Bill Emerson good samaritan food do-
nation bill, and I commend my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Missouri
[Ms. DANNER], for her leadership on
this issue. Nothing in this bill super-
sedes State or local health regulations.
However, by establishing national li-
ability standards, this bill will encour-
age and enable restaurants, grocers and
other donors to help feed the hungry.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, to bridging
the gap between willing donors and
needy families, passage of this bill is a
fitting tribute to Bill Emerson’s efforts
to combat hunger throughout his ca-
reer in this Congress, and I urge my
colleagues to adopt the measure.

Mr. Speaker, continuing my reserva-
tion of objection, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California, [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, a short time ago we lost
one of the most valued Members of this
body, Bill Emerson. Today the House
has an opportunity to pay tribute to
our friend and colleague.

One of Bill Emerson’s highest prior-
ities during his tenure in this body was
to ensure that our Nation’s neediest
citizens did not go hungry. One of his
final efforts in this regard was to work
with the gentlewoman from Missouri
[Ms. DANNER] to pass H.R. 2428, a bill
which would give the Model Good Sa-
maritan Food Donation Act the full
force of Federal law. It was Congress-
man Emerson’s strong belief that en-
actment of this legislation would in-
crease donations of food to the needy.

On July 12, 1996, this legislation, re-
named the Bill Emerson Good Samari-
tan Food Donation Act in his honor,
passed the House of Representatives.
The Senate completed action on H.R.
2428 prior to the August recess and has
returned the bill to this body for final
consideration. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Chairman GOODLING, has
outlined the minor changes made to
this legislation by the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, we now have oppor-
tunity to approve this legislation and
send it to the President. At the same
time, we will be paying one final trib-
ute to Bill Emerson.

On behalf of Bill Emerson and the
needy individuals who will benefit from
enactment of this legislation, I urge
my colleagues to give final approval to
H.R. 2428.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, continuing
my reservation of objection, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Missouri [Ms.
DANNER], one of the chief sponsors of
the bill.

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, today, as
the House votes on the Bill Emerson
good Samaritan Food Donation Act, it
brings to an end a long, but very satis-
fying, legislative journey, one in which
I was privileged to be joined by my
friend, the late Congressman Bill Em-
erson.

This legislation, which will encour-
age more businesses to donate food to
the hungry, is a fitting tribute to a
man who consistently demonstrated an
enormous capacity for compassion for
the hungry and the less fortunate.
Every time another business is willing
to donate food and every time another
hungry person receives some of that
food, it adds to the legacy of Bill Emer-
son’s service to our Nation, as well as
his commitment to fighting hunger.

Bill knew, as I do, that we have a re-
sponsibility to make certain that those
of us who are blessed with ample sup-
plies of food assist those who are not.

As the St. Louis Post Dispatch re-
cently editorialized in support of this
bill, ‘‘In a Nation that throws away
over 13 billion pounds of food annually,
it is shocking that even one case of
malnutrition exists.’’

The issue of wasted food was trou-
bling for Bill Emerson, it was troubling
for me, and I know that other Members
of this body agree that we must act to
address this issue.

This is a national issue, but I think it
is important to remember that this
legislation stems from a local concern.
I want to thank Harold Martin, an ac-
tive community volunteer in the Sixth
District of Missouri, who contacted me
after a major corporation in St. Joseph
stopped donating food, citing the
patchwork of different State laws that
they had to comply with in order to do-
nate food. That did not make sense to
Harold, it did not make sense to Bill
Emerson, and it did not make sense to
me. That is why I am pleased that the
House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate also understand what many less
fortunate Americans already know, a
hungry person is not going to refuse
day old bread or perfectly edible left-
over food.

Thank you, Harold, and thank you,
Bill, for each of you have given in your
respective ways a voice to the hungry
voices that will now be heard.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 2428.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time for the purpose of inquiring
from the distinguished majority leader
the schedule for today, the rest of the
week, and next week.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. ARMEY.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I am
pleased to announce the House has con-
cluded its legislative business for the
week. We will meet next Monday at
noon, 12 o’clock, September 9, for a pro
forma session. Of course, there will be
no legislative business and no votes
will be taken that day.

On Tuesday, September 12, the House
will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning
hour and 2 p.m. for legislative business.
We hope to consider H.R. 3056, the
County Health Organization Act on the
Corrections Day Calendar.

We will also take up a number of bills
under suspension of the rules, a list of
which will be distributed to Members’
offices as soon as it becomes available.
Members should note, however, that we
will postpone any recorded votes until
12 o’clock noon on Wednesday.

Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday, Septem-
ber 11, the House will meet at 9 a.m.
We will then recess immediately for a
joint meeting to receive the Prime
Minister of Ireland. After the joint
meeting on Wednesday and for the du-
ration of the week, we hope to consider
a number of appropriations conference
reports, among these energy and water,
transportation, and the Department of
Defense.

Next week we also hope to appoint
conferees on H.R. 2202, the Immigra-
tion and National Interest Act of 1996.

We will have legislative business con-
cluded by 2 p.m. on Friday, September
13, and hopefully even before that. I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. BONIOR. Can I ask my friend
from Texas about next Friday. There
has been some discussion about wheth-
er or not we are going to have votes
next Friday. As my friend from Texas
knows, Rosh Hashanah begins on Fri-
day and it will not be possible for Mem-
bers to get home in time for the holi-
day if we do have votes. I was wonder-
ing if my colleague is factoring that
into his decisions for the end of next
week.
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Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will

yield, let me thank the gentleman. The
gentleman is absolutely correct. We
are acutely aware of the fact people
must be home, and the fact is some
Members need to travel some distance.
So we have Friday under scrutiny with
respect to that very important consid-
eration, and I hope to be able to make
an announcement at the early part of
the week as things develop.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague. I
wish him a good weekend, wherever he
may be this weekend.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman,
and I wish the same for the gentleman.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 9, 1996

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 10, 1996

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, September
9, 1996, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m.
on Tuesday, September 10, for morning
hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1996

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Tuesday, September
10, 1996, it adjourn to meet at 9 a.m. on
Wednesday, September 11.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO DE-
CLARE A RECESS ON WEDNES-
DAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1996, TO RE-
CEIVE IN JOINT MEETING THE
PRIME MINISTER OF IRELAND

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in

order at any time on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 11, 1996, for the Speaker to de-
clare a recess, subject to the call of the
Chair, for the purpose of receiving in
joint meeting His Excellency John
Bruton, Prime Minister of Ireland.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

REPORT CONCERNING EMIGRATION
LAWS AND POLICIES OF MONGO-
LIA—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Ways and Means
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
I hereby transmit a report concern-

ing emigration laws and policies of
Mongolia as required by subsections
402(b) and 409(b) of title IV of the Trade
Act of 1974, as amended (‘‘the Act’’). I
have determined that Mongolia is in
full compliance with the criteria in
subsections 402(a) and 409(b) of the act.
As required by title IV, I will provide
the Congress with periodic reports re-
garding Mongolia’s compliance with
these emigration standards.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 4, 1996.
f
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of May 12,
1995, and under a previous order of the
House, the following Members will be
recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GOSS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BONIOR addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MANZULLO addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. LEWIS of Georgia addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MCINTOSH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MILLER of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

SECURITY OF KURDISH MINORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the Kurd-
ish people are an ancient people. There
are 30 million of them. They live in
Turkey, in Iraq, in Iran, in Syria, and
they are an oppressed people within
each of those societies.

None of those countries wants the
Kurdish people to be united. They see
it as in their interest to keep them di-
vided and fighting. Whenever possible
they supply arms to various sides and
take advantage of them through propa-
ganda and other means to manipulate
them.

Today the media may be focused on
what has been done with cruise mis-
siles, but innocent Kurdish people are
being killed and the situation in north-
ern Iraq is extremely grave, Mr. Speak-
er. That situation was precipitated, I
believe, by our State Department’s
failure to take seriously the need to
bring the Kurdish sides, the Kurdish
factions, together and to stop their ex-
ploitation by all sides and to respect
their rights as human beings.

Mr. Speaker, when I sat down with
representatives of the State Depart-
ment in July, they had no information
that Iran might attempt to cross the
border in northern Iraq to attack the
KDPI bases there, and when Iran in
fact did so, less than a week later, no
protest was heard from our Govern-
ment, no action was taken. Yet at that
time when Iran crossed the border, it
was inevitable, Mr. Speaker, that the
Iraqis would see that incursion into
their territory as violating their sov-
ereignty and would move north.

They have done so obviously in great
force, but the fact that they had not
done so during the previous 5 years,
since the beginning of Operation Pro-
vide Comfort, is clear evidence that the
reason that they did so at that time
was the incursion of Iran into northern
Iraq.
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We did nothing about it, to head it

off. We did nothing to take the division
of the Kurds seriously between the
PUK and the KDP, and I believe that
was the beginning of the problems that
we are now experiencing in that area.

Today the Iraqi Republican Guards,
many of them dressed in Kurdish garb,
are in Kuysangaq, they are in
Sulaimaniya, they are going door-to-
door looting Kurdish homes, and inno-
cent people are being killed and dying
and we are doing nothing about it.

On the northern border, the Turkish
border, Turkey has taken advantage of
the situation to declare a 3- to 6-mile
wide zone, not in Turkey but in Iraq,
that they are presently clearing, with
35,000 Turkish troops and armored per-
sonnel carriers in that region, moving
out people who are living in villages,
killing those that resist and creating a
no-man’s-land along their border.

Mr. Speaker, this situation is a grave
and serious one for which the United
States has great responsibility, and it
is not enough just to send cruise mis-
siles to the southern part of Iraq and
say that we are stopping aggression.
The aggression is continuing to this
moment. It is continuing almost on all
sides. And the people that are caught
in the middle are innocent people who
have been taken advantage of for cen-
turies by the places where they are
found within societies where in each
case they are in the minority and are
being severely oppressed. It is time
that the President of the United States
and that this country stand up for the
rights of these people who need our
help as perhaps never before.
f

ETHICS COMMITTEE REPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VOLKMER] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, these
words were spoken by a Member of this
House several years ago: The 435 Mem-
bers of the House should look at all the
facts, should have available to them all
the reports and all the background doc-
uments, and the American people
should have the same.

Who was the Member of this body
who spoke those remarks back in
March of 1989? None other than the
Speaker, the present Speaker of the
House, NEWT GINGRICH. What was he
talking about at that time? Well, our
illustrious, imperial Speaker was talk-
ing about a report that had been filed
by the special counsel, Richard Phalen,
in the investigation by the Ethics Com-
mittee of the charges that GINGRICH
had brought against then Speaker Jim
Wright.

Let us bring it down to today. Where
are we today? Well, we have a special
counsel for the Ethics Committee. The
special counsel has been looking into
the question of whether or not the non-
profit foundations, 2 of which are in
Georgia, were improperly using their

funds for political purposes or purposes
other than not-for-profit purposes. Who
was the person in charge of these foun-
dation funds? None other than our
Speaker.

Well, the report has been filed, was
filed almost a month ago with the Eth-
ics Committee. But it has disappeared.
You do not hear anything about it. I
say to my Speaker today, I will repeat
the same words that he spoke back in
March of 1989. I will repeat it again:
The 435 Members of the House should
look at all the facts, should have avail-
able to them all the reports.

Where is the report, Mr. Speaker?
Why can other Members of this House
not see the report that has been filed
by special counsel?

We are no different than you were in
1989. We are entitled to that report.
Yet he and his cohorts keep it sub-
merged. Why? Well, I would guess that
maybe why is that it is not such a fa-
vorable report to the Speaker. Because
if it was favorable, guess what, folks?
We would have seen it. The whole pub-
lic, everybody would have seen it by
now, media, everybody, big press con-
ference, but we are not seeing that. So
my guess is that it is maybe not real
bad but it is bad enough that they want
to submerge it.

They want to get out of here by the
27th of September. We are not going to
be very many days before that happens.
And then it all disappears. Nobody will
see hide nor hair of that report prob-
ably until after the election, if you see
it then.

Folks, I believe, as the Speaker said
back in March of 1989, that every Mem-
ber of this body is entitled, and all the
taxpayers—by the way, the taxpayers
paid for this, one-half million bucks,
that is special counsel has done in in-
vestigating this by the Ethics Commit-
tee, authorized by the Ethics Commit-
tee, one-half million dollars of tax-
payer money. Now you cannot even
find out what was in the report.

I say it is time that this House in-
sisted on seeing a copy of the report.
The media should have a copy of it.
Anybody in the general public should
have a copy of it. Why not? Why not?
Because it is come election time and I
do not think the Speaker wants any-
body to know what was in that report
because of the impact it would have on
the election process.

Well, if there is something wrong in
that report and if something was done
by the Speaker or the foundations
which he controlled, his people con-
trolled, was done wrong, it should all
come out. The Speaker should be not
above the general public. I nor anybody
else in this House should put ourselves
above the law, but that is what I read
into this.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, is
the gentleman saying the gentleman
has been unable to get this report? Is
that what you are saying?

Mr. VOLKMER. I have not asked for
it but I know that it has not been made
public. I am now publicly asking for a
copy of the report. Yes, I have asked
for it.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. You are now ask-
ing for that report.

Mr. VOLKMER. I am demanding it. I
think I will demand it not just for my-
self but for all 435 Members of this
House.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-
tleman.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. RIGGS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

SPECIAL COUNSEL’S REPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
came to the floor and I was going to
talk about Shannon Lucid. I want to
tell you, I really admire this woman
astronaut. We put her up in space and
we seem to forget to bring her back.
This poor soul has been trapped up in
space for a very long time. Now it ap-
pears that the hurricane is delaying
picking her up again.

I think that she has probably got the
best sense of humor in the world. She
said it is like being trapped in a very,
very small camper with all your chil-
dren on rainy days and you can never
get out. So I hope we bring her back
very soon, and when we bring her back
we give her some kind of an award for
incredible patience. She is showing us
what revolutionary patience can really
be all about.

I must say, I want to switch and talk
about what the gentleman from Mis-
souri was talking about, because I
thought he brought up some very inter-
esting points. The reason that this
body would spend that kind of money
for a special counsel is because of the
trusteeship that we all hold. We are all
here because taxpayers have sent us
here and we are supposed to follow the
law. This is a government of laws and
not of men. That is what makes it so
unique.

In other countries, if you are an
elected official, very often you are con-
sidered above the law. But not here. So
when the Ethics Committee looked at
some of these charges, they thought
they were serious enough to hire a spe-
cial counsel.
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What I heard the gentleman from

Missouri saying is that now his report
has been filed. It is over 100 pages. No
one has seen it. We have not heard any-
thing about it. I did read in the paper
this morning a very troubling article
that maybe the committee will not
deal with this until after the election.
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So I do not know what they are going
to do with it, put it on ice, shred it,
hope the hurricane hits it and blows it
away. I mean what is the point? Why
can Members not see what this report
is? Why cannot taxpayers, why cannot
the public or why does not the commit-
tee deal with it? And I think that is
what he was trying to ask.

I know I was very surprised because I
cannot figure out what is going on
here. I thought we were going to have
votes today until 7 or 8 o’clock. All
gone. There are supposed to be votes
tomorrow; tomorrow is gone. Monday
is gone. Tuesday is gone. I do not know
if we are ever going to vote again.

Now, hey. I am packing and getting
ready to go. These are gifts to me.
That is terrific. But what are we doing
and what are we ducking and what are
we running from and how come they
keep saying we are going to have votes,
and then they change it, and then we
find out there is all this unfinished
business that no one else can see, even
though we all got to help pay for it,
and that is the very serious business
about does this body have the gravatus
to deal with our own and to deal with
reports that this body paid for to be
done? I think that the average Amer-
ican will be very upset if we say:

‘‘Oh, no, we are not going to deal
with that until after the election.’’

Why would we not deal with that
until after the election? I cannot un-
derstand why we would even consider
not dealing with that until after the
election. This is very important. When
you are on a 2-year term you should
really finish the business of that term
in that 2 years, because people are
going to get to decide whether or not
they want to renew our contract come
November 5 for people who are running
again.

So if it is true that the committee is
really thinking about not doing any-
thing about this until after the elec-
tion, I think this body should all be
aware of that, and we ought to put peo-
ple on record as to whether or not they
agree with that decision because I do
not think the American people would
agree with that decision, and I think it
is a real violation of our trusteeship.

I have always said government is not
a fungus, it can thrive in sunshine, and
I think they expect us all to be able to
explain ourselves. If people do not want
to disclose, they do not have to run for
office. But we do expect people who run
for office to play by these rules and put
them out there.

So I thought the gentleman from
Missouri had some very serious ques-
tions, and while I had a very funny 5

minutes done about sending Shannon
into space and I hope we come get her,
she has been up there before Easter, I
am now beginning to think maybe the
next thing is we are going to send this
report into space, or it may as well be
in space because we do not seem to be
able to get ahold of it and see what is
happening, and we do not seem to have
any business to do, so there is no rea-
son to come here.

So as I leave this body, I hope every
Member thinks about that and says the
public will be very angry if we do not
finish this serious ethnics charge that
has come in front of the Speaker.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

WHEN WILL WE STOP THE
IMPERIAL PRESIDENCY?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, we ad-
journed regular legislative business, or
ended regular legislative business, so
early that it is in the middle of the
day. It is only 10 minutes to 1 out in
California and still the morning in Ha-
waii, so I am going to take advantage
of this opportunity and try to keep my
good friend from Texas, Mr. GONZALEZ,
interested by covering three different
topics. The first thing I would like to
cover is Iraq.

I want to associate myself with the
remarks of Mr. PORTER of Illinois.
There is great suffering going on in
northern Iraq. I thought that the Kurd-
ish people would maybe reach a period
of tranquility here. They are one of
these sad ethnic groups that spread
over three, actually four, nations, with
the geographic lines changing over the
past several centuries multiple times.
The only Nation that I can think of
that has been cut up into four different
nations like this is the once great na-
tion of Armenia, now down to less than
a fourth of its original size; the first
nation as a nation to embrace Chris-
tianity in the 300’s, the fourth century,
and now we learn about these Kurdish
people dividing among themselves,
starting to kill one another. We had an
opportunity here diplomatically to
move in after Operation Provide Com-
fort was sent to that area of northern
Iraq by President George Bush. Sec-
retary of State Jim Baker visited. I re-
call telling President Bush when he
called me for the only hospital visit I
remember having in my life, and I was
in the hospital for 3 or 4 days for some
surgery, and President Bush called me

on my birthday, April 3, 1991, and he
said:

‘‘Bob, we need you, get out of there.’’
And I said, ‘‘Can we talk business?’’
And he said, ‘‘What?’’ He said, ‘‘In

the hospital you want to talk busi-
ness?’’

I said, ‘‘Mr. President, draw a line in
the hills. The way you drew a line in
the sand, draw a line in the moun-
tains.’’

And he said, ‘‘Bob, there are forces in
Washington that would like to see Iraq
spin into at least three different na-
tions.’’

And I said, ‘‘Well, if you’ll look at
the television, which I have been look-
ing at a lot in the last 2 days, you will
see that they are beating your brains
out. Kurdish women are coming into
our camps along the Turkish-Iraqi
northern border with children on their
shoulders that have already frozen to
death.’’

Fortunately with each day it was
getting a fourth of a degree warmer,
and he said, ‘‘Well, we’re looking at
it.’’

The media then began to just sav-
agely attack President Bush. This is
within days of the 4-day land war in
Iraq ending on the 27th of December.
Here it was less than 5 weeks later and
they are beating his brains out. Within
a few days he did draw that line in the
hills of northern Iraq and organized Op-
eration Provide Comfort.

Well it is hard to believe that 6 years
ago this coming March, 51⁄2 years ago
now, and the Kurds are still suffering.
Iraqi troops in the north, as Mr. POR-
TER said, are beating in doors, shooting
people. They opened up with savage ar-
tillery fire a few days ago into Irbil,
the so-called capital of the Kurdish
people in the northern area.

Why Mr. Clinton neglected this area
of the world for almost his entire first
term is beyond me. We do have strate-
gic interests in the area because a dic-
tator like Saddam Hussein can just de-
stroy oil prices around the world. He
was driving faster than anybody be-
lieved toward nuclear, biological and
chemical warfare capability. It re-
mains a fact that we were never able to
discover a single Iraqi scud missile.

This last week I have been in Great
Britain visiting some of the best intel-
ligence sites outside of the United
States proper in the world. There is a
new news center at the RAF base at
Moesworth, which was our second
GLCM base in Great Britain. Fortu-
nately with the dissolution of the evil
empire out of the Kremlin, we were
able to shut down those GLCM bases in
Sicily and the two in Great Britain and
stop the one in Germany before it had
even gone operational, and we had all
of these new facilities built for the
GLCM, the GLCM missiles in Great
Britain, and we put in there something
that is called the JAC, the Joint Anal-
ysis Center. I went in there last Thurs-
day, watched in the clearest way pos-
sible, beyond anything I have ever seen
of intelligence capability so far,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH10094 September 5, 1996
watched the buildup of the Iraqi
troops. Unless the President has taken
the course of Jimmy Carter and dis-
regarded his daily intel briefings,
which Carter did in a few instances,
then he could claim ignorance. But I
have to believe his National Security
Council was keeping him briefed on
this buildup of power, and I managed to
evaluate for the third time the F–16—
excuse me the F–15 E, the strike eagle
fighter at Lakenheath, which is not
only the world’s greatest operational
fighter but the best we have in all of
Europe, Asia, and Africa, and flew a
simulated bombing mission up to Scot-
land, fought our way through British
tornadoes electronically defending the
area.

That is just absolutely astounding
how you can accomplish a real mission
all electronically, bomb a target, shoot
down aircraft or get shot down your-
self. We did the shooting now this time,
fought our way back from aggressor F–
15 E’s, and as amazing as this system
is, the strike eagle, constantly updat-
ing the software packages in it from
the time that I first flew it in March
1990, just a few months before Saddam
Hussein came across the Kuwaiti bor-
der, the southern border of Iraq, on Au-
gust 2. In spite of its capabilities, not a
single F–15 E was able to find in the
field a scud missile during the whole
course of the air war and the 4 days of
the ground war in 1991.

And at Farmborough, the air expo-
sition there, the Russian Su–37 did not
debut during Monday’s open in the
Farmborough exposition, but that
night, as I was walking and looking at
some of the Russian equipment on the
flight line, the Su–17 taxis out. It is a
beautiful looking aircraft. It still
astounds me how a nation so poverty
stricken, so incapable of making a
class radio, a television, a refrigerator,
an automobile; this is Russia I am
speaking of; how they can make a
fighter this beautiful and capable is be-
yond me.

The Su–37 taxis out, it is dusk, its
landing lights and all of its lighting
equipment is on. It makes a match per-
formance takeoff, racks it over the or-
ange cones that they set up to have as
the line beyond which you cannot fly
near the crowd. I realized then that
they were probably putting on a per-
formance for the authorities, the Brit-
ish authorities, at Farmborough to
show their max demonstration, a flight
which are not allowed to do in our
military because it is so beyond the en-
velope, as pilots say, so on the danger
edge.

If you lose one engine in that two-en-
gine aircraft, it is a definite crash, and
this Su–37 that is now available for ex-
port to countries like India, through an
arrangement with China, where after
the first few they would start building
an aircraft totally capable of equaling
the performance of our F–15 E strike
eagle. The pilot goes through some
opening maneuvers, then comes across
the field in powered slow flight, pulls

up or powers up, rather, into perfectly
vertical flight and expecting to see him
do what is called the cobra, which he
pushes the tail up beyond the vertical
and then slowly powers back and recov-
ers. Instead he goes through the cobra
manuever, flops on its back and does
what I can only call a snap loop.

I mean only a biplane, a little tiny
highly stressed sports biplane can do
what this massive, maybe 20-ton air-
craft could do, and that is pull through
and turn on its axis, on the horizontal
axis wings in the tightest loop—it is
not even a loop, a snap loop—and re-
cover and power out of it and acceler-
ate.

The point is the Russians are in the
field before we are, even though we
have done this at our test center at Ed-
wards Air Force Base with vectored
thrust, where you take the engine noz-
zles at the rear of the aircraft and vary
them so that you get this vectored
thrust change, thereby augmenting in
an amazing way the control services,
your air runs, your elevator and the
rudder on the vertical stabilizer.
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The Russians making this airplane
available for export means that on this
floor in the 105th Congress next year
we must again protect against the
shortsighted FR–22 Lockheed-Boeing-
General Dynamics Lightning 2, is what
I think they will finally nickname the
F–22.

It is amazing how people in this
country, with all of the history that
has taken place just in this century,
from the Wright Brothers flying at
Kittyhawk on December 17, 1903, to
this December 17, in 93 years from a lit-
tle aircraft that could only be powered
120 feet. That is almost the wingspan of
one of our new unmanned aerial vehi-
cles, the Global Hawk, which I spent
the better part of a morning examining
in its hangar. The first one is due to fly
soon down at Teledyne Ryan in San
Diego. I stole some time away from the
convention. This Global Hawk can loi-
ter for almost 2 days without a man,
bringing this dazzling type of data
downlinked to our intelligence facili-
ties so we can observe the brutal antics
of a dictator like Saddam Hussein.

So here we are in a fast-moving
world, all in this the bloodiest century
in history. We see a dictator bragging
that he has outlasted George Bush,
Brian Mulroney, Margaret Thatcher,
Francois Mitterrand, Prime Minister
Ohara in Japan. He has outlasted them
all, in some cases double turnovers like
Mulroney to Kim Campbell to now the
new, let us call it labor liberal govern-
ment in Ottawa. He is so cocky. He is
there on television yesterday saying
that we will not face him man to man,
as though we had not cleaned his clock
in Desert Storm. He is talking about
we are hitting him with technology.

Then, of course, in Tehran, on Tehran
radio and television they are talking
about us, the Great Satan, child por-
nography, 1.5 million abortions a year,

runaway divorce, runaway pornog-
raphy. And now we are killing humble
Iraqi soldiers, who they killed millions
of in their war back in the 1980’s; that
we are doing it with technology that
comes in out of the night that no one
can see. It is just astounding how the
Clinton administration has rallied the
Arab world against us.

Jordan, who is getting some of our
advanced military equipment, will not
support us in this. Great Britain al-
ways stands beside us, but in all the
French papers today are saying that
this is nothing more than a cynical
election final quarter stunt by Clinton.

Mr. Speaker, it is with some trepi-
dation that I criticize the moves that
Mr. Clinton has made, but I am going
to just ask 10 questions today that I
want the 1 million-plus audience that
follows C-Span, particularly on a day
when we are through with legislative
business so quickly, I want to ask
these questions. If somebody wants to
take them down, Mr. Speaker, be my
guest. I would recommend you call
them in to the successful talk shows
around this country and ask these
questions, as some of the more impor-
tant ones come toward the end. Some
of them people have already thought
about.

Here is the first of the 10: Why was
Congress not notified? Constitutionally
he should get our permission for ag-
gressive activities like this. This is not
defending the United States. This is
not what Thomas Jefferson talked
about when people yelled at him to use
our young embryonic Navy to punish
the Barbary pirates along the Tripoli
coast of North Africa.

Jefferson said very clearly, I can only
use our small military and our Navy,
and there was not much Army at all, in
a defensive way if the United States,
the colonies, the 13 colonies, are at-
tacked. Only then. By then it was 14
colonies, the 15th about to become a
State. Only with these young 15 Amer-
ican States can I use our military,
small military power defensively. Of-
fensively, like sailing across the Atlan-
tic to the Mediterranean and punishing
the Barbary pirates, for that I need
congressional authority.

And he got it 10 times, through John
Adams, his predecessor, through Jeffer-
son, through his successor, Madison, up
through John Quincy Adams. Ten
times this Congress, in that Chamber
just a few yards away, authorized, the
Chamber that we were in from 1807
through 1857, and the small rooms on
the Senate side before that, through
the British burning it August 24, 1814,
10 times this Congress said, you will,
by order, as the President, go after the
Barbary pirates.

Now all of a sudden where is that
congressional authority? We have a
scholar at the Library of Congress, pro-
fessor Lewis Fisher, who has written a
brilliant book. and I hope next year we
have a 2-year, 3-year debate, multiple
special orders like this with dialog
back and forth on why we have allowed
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an imperial Presidency to grow
through Republicans and Democrats.
Now we have a President burning up 50
million dollars’ worth of cruise mis-
siles, sea-launched Tomahawks and air-
launched Alcum, 50 million dollars’
worth with no loss of life on our side.

But I had a very long commentary
with Regis Philbin and Kathie Lee,
holding up these New York headlines
this morning saying ‘‘Victory for Clin-
ton, War is Over,’’ and Regis flippantly,
I am sure he thought better of it later,
said ‘‘I like wars where nobody dies.’’
There is no such thing as nobody dying.
Peasants, personnel in Iraq who man
these surface to air sites we destroyed,
they are dead. It is their misfortune
that they live in a country with an evil
dictator.

Mr. Speaker, our official reporters of
debate are excellent in titling these 5-
minute or 1-minute or 60-minute spe-
cial order speeches. If we choose, they
will use our title. I would say that the
title of this first section of my special
order would be ‘‘When do we stop the
imperial Presidency?’’

That is question No. 1. Why was Con-
gress not brought into the decision
process; subquestion: why were we not
even notified, those of us on the intel-
ligence committees: Senator STROM
THURMOND, chairman of Armed Serv-
ices, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, FLOYD SPENCE, both ex-Army and
Navy officers, chairman of National
Security, why was not Mr. SPENCE no-
tified? Why were not the two chairmen,
Medal of Honor winner BOB KERREY,
Senator from Nebraska, the gentleman
from Texas, LARRY COMBEST, chairman
on our side; why were we not notified
of this operation?

No. 2. Why has there been no attack
against the actual Iraqi army in the
North that violated the United Nations
amendments and has done the killing?
The forces in the North are untouched.
We attacked targets in the South. Is
that because they are softer targets?
Maybe, because we have more air
power out of the South? Is it because
Turkey will not support us in this?

We have now a fundamentalist gov-
ernment in Turkey. The brilliant lady
President in Turkey was defeated, so I
guess it is that Turkey will not let us
use Incirlik, the equivalent of Oper-
ation Proven Force. I was there the
day the land war started in Incirlik on
February 24.

Because of a courageous Air Force of-
ficer who will not be named, I was able
to go on a combat mission with a KC–
135 out of Dias Tek, right over the
Iraqi-Turkey border, refueling our F–
111’s, our 15’s, our 16’s. They were going
down the very flight we refueled went
down to Sulaimniya and blew up a nu-
clear missile facility just on the out-
skirts of Baghdad.

Incirlik was important. More Iraqi
fighters were shot down by our fighter
pilots who came down from
Spangdahlen and Bitburg and
Shusterburg than were shot down by
the fantastic 33rd fighter wing out of

Eglin Air Force Base, FL. In the North
they were the ones that captured or
shot down the Iraqi fighters fleeing to
Iran, where they were confiscated any-
way, in that peculiar relationship be-
tween this Persian nation and this Ara-
bic nation, Iran and Iraq, but no pun-
ishment for the Iraqi army that has
done the killing, and is killing today.
Or it will be morning soon over there,
and it will be another day of killing,
and Clinton is claiming victory here in
the United States.

He did it in the most unseemly way:
in the Oval Office, with Vice President
GORE at his side, not a briefing at the
Pentagon, not bringing Shalikashvili,
our four-star Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs into his office, but sitting there,
for all the world like two aging school-
boys, discussing this technological
short combat with 44 cruise missiles
and one F–16 Falcon punishing a sur-
face-to-air site for painting them with
their radar.

If the Clinton administration did
know of the troop movements before-
hand and failed to act, was the admin-
istration then encouraging through its
nonaction, encouraging this Iraqi at-
tack to counter a growing influence in
the region by Iran?

No. 3. Was there some geopolitical
reasoning behind this? I rather doubt
it, but it is a fair question.

No. 4. If the U.S. actions were a re-
sponse to the Iraqi attack on one of the
two major Kurdish factions, why was
the no-fly zone not extended in the
North? Why was the no-fly zone ex-
tended in the South? The Kurdish
cities of Sulaimaniya and Kirkuk, they
are both outside of the no-fly zone in
the North. Now are they going to be
the likely targets for next week if Sad-
dam Hussein decides that is his course
of action? Which leads me to other
questions later on.

No. 5. Iraq, as I said from my own in-
telligence fact-finding in the field in
Great Britain just these last few days.
If Iraq has been moving troops to that
region for at least half a month, 3
weeks, did the Clinton administration
warn Iraq that the U.S. was going to
respond militarily if any attack oc-
curred against the Kurds?

We could see the artillery pieces lin-
ing up. There was almost a feeling in
Europe that, well, maybe they were not
going to do it, it was just a show of
force. You could see the way the troops
were deployed they were going to at-
tack Irbil. So where was the warning
here? Where is the discourse between
nations to say to Saddam Hussein, if
you do that, here is the result? Or is
there a suspicion that it was politically
advantageous to let Saddam Hussein
move, and then you have a quick little
action, and a certain person running
for the highest elected office in the
world suddenly looks decisive? It is
more than cynicism to analyze that in
a fair way.

No. 6. Why did the administration
not respond when Iran recently at-
tacked one of the two Kurdish factions,

the one backed by Baghdad, which led
to Iraq’s decision to retaliate against
the Iranian-backed Kurdish faction?
Why did we not respond then when the
initial fighting started a while ago? It
was not ever in the press. They were
busy at the Democratic convention.

No. 7. Why is our military response
only minimal and nonthreatening to
the Iraqi forces in the North?

No. 8. Will the United States escalate
its response if Iraq attacks the afore-
mentioned Sulaimaniya or Kurkuk? Or
what if its forces just remain in the re-
gion? They are still occupying Irbil.
There are some reports they are pull-
ing out, but not all of their forces.

They are still occupying what is con-
sidered the capital of the Kurdish part
of Iraq. Irbil is where the two heli-
copters that were shot down April of
1994 in that horrible friendly fire mess
where two F–15 pilots destroyed their
careers, they are through flying, got ei-
ther out of the AIr Force or leaving it.
One is gone and one is about to leave.
We shot down two U.N.-controlled H–60
Blackhawks with 13 people on each
one, and the majority of those people
were Americans: a tragedy. Where were
they heading? Toward Irbil, which is
above the no-fly zone. So now Saddam
Hussein has total control, if he chooses
over Sulaimaniya and Kirkuk.

No. 9. What attempts are made to
gather allied and other Middle Eastern
support for further action? This is
where former President George Bush
shined. He brought together not a
dozen nations, not 15, not two dozen, 28
nations in the allied coalition. He even
brought the declining Gorbachev on
board. It was an amazing feat of diplo-
macy for George Bush and Jim Baker,
the Secretary of State, to build this co-
alition. Who is with us? As I men-
tioned, not the French, not Turkey.
Just our standby mother country,
Great Britain.

b 1615

No. 10, and this is the most impor-
tant question of all: What is the next
step for our United States? What is our
response? What is the follow-through?
This is what all the thoughtful retired
military analysts are saying on CNN
and the three networks. It is amazing.
This is the reason, the imperial presi-
dency, that our debate was so impor-
tant today about the Armed Forces
Protection Act.

Now, I have the votes here, and if
anybody is just getting home, Mr.
Speaker, following these two votes
today, let me tell our military across
the world that both the Bartlett
amendment, of which I was an original
cosponsor and helped him get through
and get to the floor to join the United
States Armed Forces Protection Act,
the vote on the Bartlett amendment
was 276 to 130. We only lost 11 Repub-
licans; we picked up 65 Democrats, a
lot of absentees today because last
night and today are comeback days
from a long district work period, 28
people were not voting today, 276 to
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130, but the final passage on BART-
LETT’s amendment was to not have
American forces wearing the uniforms
of other countries, the blue beret, sew-
ing on patches.

I said during the debate that there is
nothing wrong with an arm band, mili-
tary policemen put on an arm band,
Shore Patrol wear it, take it off during
off duty; nothing wrong with a tem-
porary arm band.

When the French went into Rwanda,
they did not put on any uniforms. They
told the warring factions there that if
anybody killed a Frenchman, they
would meet, and the translation is al-
most perfect, with more violence than
they had ever conceived of in their
lives; and in French uniforms, they
protected the French force, clearing
the way for our C–5’s, our big Galaxies,
to come into Goma and free the people
from the genocidal slaughter in Rwan-
da that is now taking place in the
country next to it in Burundi.

When we go in with those big C–5’s,
or C–1’s, 41’s, we do not paint powder
blue on the U.S. flag. They know that
is the American flag coming in there.

As I said in the debate today, what
good did it do in Bosnia on the Serbian-
Muslim confrontation line to have U.N.
forces there trying to protect
Srebrenica and Zepa, two U.N.-pro-
tected sanctuary enclaves and that is
where some of the worst genocidal
slaughters took place. After they had
taken the weapons away from the U.N.
forces with their blue helmets and blue
berets, the Ukrainians, the Dutch, one
of the Scandinavia units, took their
shoes off of them, took their weapons
away, took their U.N. blue berets and
ground them in the dirt and then hand-
cuffed them or tied them to small tac-
tical targets in the area. So much for
respect for the U.N. regalia that they
put over their uniforms. Unbelievable.

So it was important that that pass
276 to 130.

But final passage, the United States
Armed Forces Protection Act itself, if
we did not have 26 not-voting absentees
today, we would have passed 300, which
is always a huge victory around here.
As it is, the vote is 299 to 109. We only
lost five Republicans this time, and we
picked up 81 Democrats to say that the
United States forces will not be put
under U.N. command or foreign com-
mand, and that means unless there is a
treaty like NATO, which is approach-
ing its 50th anniversary, where we
train military maneuvers together sev-
eral times a year, where the officer
corps has the same training standards,
where the NCO corps meets and trains
together year in and year out and the
treaty with NATO was ratified con-
stitutionally in the U.S. Senate, and
debated in this, the appropriations
House, for the funding to satisfy it.

Clinton’s veto last year of the de-
fense authorization bill made this leg-
islation that was passed today nec-
essary, and it will be taken up soon in
the Senate, and I predict it will pass
there. Our Congress has repeatedly

passed measures extending protection
to our U.S. troops in the field that
have been under command in U.N.
peacekeeping operations. I discussed
the Somalia operation.

Mr. Speaker, I am the last Congress-
man out of Somalia. I came out of
there just a few days after the slaugh-
ter of our Rangers, the world’s greatest
and I mean, bar none, helicopter regi-
ment in the world, the 160th Aviation
Special Operations regiment up at Fort
Campbell, and of course our great
Delta force where five men were killed,
two of them won the Medal of Honor,
for demanding three times to go down
on the ground and try to rescue Mi-
chael Durrant’s crew. At least they res-
cued Warrant Officer Durrant.

Now, were it not for Clinton’s veto of
last year’s authorization bill, we could
not even get it in the authorization
bill; hence, this freestanding legisla-
tion. These protections would already
be the law of the land if he had not de-
manded that we take out the big three.
No U.S. under foreign command, no
misadventures like Somalia, Haiti and
Bosnia without congressional constitu-
tional debate and approval or rejection,
and the third one was no missile de-
fense of America’s homeland. Those
three big geese he took out.

But when he signed the bill on Feb-
ruary 10th in the Rose Garden, what
did he attack? BOB DORNAN’s legisla-
tion that he had to sign into law, hon-
orably discharging people who had con-
tracted in one or two cases innocently,
not through their own conduct, a phi-
landering husband bringing it back to a
sergeant wife, but in the other 1,000
cases, by breaking the U.S. military
code, the uniform code of military jus-
tice, by the smallest category, putting
a dirty needle in their arm, using
drugs, that is a prima facie case and a
zero tolerance military case of some-
body who should not be on active duty,
a tiny little percentage of that, a
smaller percentage of those who dis-
obeyed their commanders’ orders not
to go to houses of prostitution where
the prostitutes were 100 percent in-
fected with a fatal venereal disease,
and the biggest category of all, which
is a prima facie violation of the UCMJ
laws against sodomy.

One thousand people would have been
discharged August the 10th if the
Democrats and a handful of Repub-
licans, who fortunately are retiring
from the U.S. Senate, demanded that
the Dornan language be taken out
when we passed that continuing appro-
priations bill back in April, and out the
law came.

What I am going to discuss, the point
here, is something else that I got
signed into law, the Bob Dole-Ben Gil-
man law, the first rewrite since 1942 of
how we handle American men and
women missing in combat situations;
and now with the recently passed au-
thorization bill, seven provisions were
gutted out of that law that Clinton
signed on February 10th of this year,
1996, and we will have hearings next

week, markup of a bill, a freestanding
bill just like this, on which I already
have a record number of cosponsors, in-
cluding you, Mr. Speaker, because I
have every Republican in the House,
235 of us, Mr SANDERS, our only Inde-
pendent, the gentleman from Vermont,
and 30 Democrats bringing on more and
more every day.

Then we have to find the vehicle to
stop these protections for POW’s being
stripped out of the law before we ad-
journ here on Friday, the 27th of this
very month.

So those were important debates
today, and it impacts upon what is
happening in Iraq at this very moment,
if Clinton just arbitrarily decides to
back up the high technology of the
missiles with actual airmen or Army
forces, Special Ops forces on the
ground.

Mr. Speaker, it is important that I
point out on the Bartlett amendment,
that 276 vote was it, the 276 winning
vote that Admiral Boorda tragically, in
a depressed state of mind, made an im-
portant judgment call and destroyed
himself. Yes, threw himself back into
God’s arms. There is never cause for
that unless someone is in a deeply de-
pressed state, and it appears he was
and God will be merciful, but he killed
himself over $1, or $1.50, a little V, a
little Roman number V that you put on
a Navy commendation medal that says
valor was involved and that he won it
off the coast of Vietnam.

Whatever slight question there was
there, he had taken the V off of his rib-
bons, two commendation ribbons, the
year before. Why he would have let
Newsweek, on a hounding mission,
drive him to this desperation where he
goes to the oldest Navy post in the
world, the Navy Yard down on the Ana-
costia River, and shoots himself in the
heart, why he would do that, I do not
know. But it shows him how important
medals, ribbons, regalia, berets, as I
said on the floor, an Army Green Beret,
how they feel about their green beret.

Ask British paratroopers how they
feel about their red beret, or our para-
troopers. Ask the Navy Seals, who wear
black berets, how they feel about their
particular main designating uniform,
and you will see that there is a big dif-
ference between an arm band and ask-
ing someone to sew on a patch over
their patch or to wear a belt or a hel-
met or a beret that is the color of the
United Nations.

And get this, I was not able to get
the time to put this in the RECORD.
You are an ex-Army officer, Mr. Speak-
er, from Oregon, our Speaker pro tem
today. Are you aware, and this is in an
article from the Washington Times,
June 26th, by a U.N. official, American
official at the United Nations, Joe
Sills, S-I-L-L-S. He is director of the
U.N. Information Center right here in
the District. He conceded June 27th, in
an article that he wrote, that U.N.
commanders, not U.S., U.N. command-
ers, but all the other U.N. commanders,
I do not know about the Brits, that
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shockingly, they take an oath of exclu-
sive allegiance to the United Nations.
An oath of exclusive allegiance to the
United Nations, and they sign an em-
ployment contract with the U.N. that
transforms them into U.N. military; in
other words, U.N. mercenaries.

That was the situation with the
Finnish officer in command, used to be
a Communist country, when I was vis-
iting there this very week last year,
and that is the situation that I think
the Scandinavian officer that is in
charge now. There was some con-
troversy between Mr. DELLUMS and my-
self over my putting two thoughts to-
gether on the Constitution. Well, I usu-
ally carry a Constitution in my pocket,
and I wanted to put in the RECORD at
this point, Mr. Speaker, exactly the
words in this just amazing document
that when you read it, it is so short.

I faxed this out of a standard alma-
nac and when you take it, it is only
four pages, two pieces of paper, just
seven articles before you get to the 10
original articles in the Bill of Rights,
the added amendments, just 7 amend-
ments in the original articles. And in
article I is where it delineates the pow-
ers of Congress. It is 130 words, only.

But in article II, the subservient arti-
cle, it is only 16 words about the Presi-
dent being the commander in chief, and
here are those very 16 words: The
President shall be commander in chief
of the Army and Navy of the United
States. And then there is a comma, fol-
lowed by 18 more words, because we did
not have a standing Army, and a very
small standing Navy, and of the militia
of the several States, when called into
the actual service of the United States.

And except for emergencies, who
calls them into active service? What
we now would call the Reserves and the
National Guard, not militia, we do, the
Congress.

So there are the President’s 34 words,
16 and 18, involving the militia. Here
are the key 130 words in the first arti-
cle of our Constitution, section 8, the
powers of Congress.

b 1630

There are many things about borrow-
ing money, regulating commerce, the
rule of naturalization, how to coin
money, punishment of counterfeiting,
post offices, all these domestic issues
come before the following. Here begins
the 130 words.

We start with the 5 words at the be-
ginning, so it is actually 135 words:

‘‘The Congress shall have power,’’
colon, and those other things I men-
tion, and it comes, ‘‘Shall have power
to declare war, grant letters of Marque
and Reprisal.’’ A little 18th century
language in there. ‘‘To make rules con-
cerning captures on land and water.’’

That means the capture of our peo-
ple. That means the Congress decides
when someone is a prisoner of war, not
Lyndon Baines Johnson saying they
are detained by a hostile power. Any-
one captured in Southeast Asia, there-
fore, in Loas, in Cambodia and in the

north of Vietnam and the south, they
called our captured people air pirates
or war criminals, never the dignity of
the term prisoner of war, basically not
right until the very end. But of course
once Nixon had come into office under
Melvin Laird, they were called POW’s.
Actually once we got rid of McNamara
with his ignominious and disgraceful
resignation on Leap Year Day in 1968,
the bloodiest month of the war, he
walks off the battlefield drenched in
blood, symbolically, with hundreds of
POW’s up in Hanoi being tortured, at
least 12 tortured to death, 100 executed
in the villages. Once he walked off we
started calling them properly, our
missing, prisoners.

So to make rules concerning capture
on land and water. Here come the pow-
erful words that are on a plaque right
outside the main door of the Armed
Services, now the Committee on Na-
tional Security: ‘‘To raise and support
armies.’’ And then a side though at
still to this day for over two centuries
dictates our budget process. We would
all like to have some kind of continu-
ity of 2, 3, 5 years on the defense budg-
et but we are restrained by this amaz-
ing document. ‘‘But no appropriation
of money to that use’’—supporting ar-
mies—‘‘shall be for a longer term than
2 years.’’

‘‘To provide and maintain a Navy.’’
The reason Navy is singular and armies
are plural is because we did have dif-
ferent armies fighting in the Revolu-
tionary War, George Washington, the
South and support for his troops but
under different command in the Caroli-
nas and Georgia. So Navy meant they
were only looking at the Atlantic.
They could not foresee yet a full-time
presence, the 6th Fleet in the Med or
the 7th Fleet in the Pacific. So Navy is
singular.

But to raise and support armies, to
provide and maintain a Navy, that is
this Congress. That means uniforms,
equipment, what type of aircraft, what
pay, what type of recruiting and how
many people will be in uniform. That is
why when Presidents in both parties
stand on their high horse about their
Defense budget, they propose. We de-
cide what the defense structure of our
America will be and we will fund it
properly.

Now, it continues, these 135 words:
‘‘To make rules for the Government
and regulation of the land and naval
forces.’’ Whether or not there will be
homosexuals on active duty is not Clin-
ton’s call, it is the call of this Con-
gress.

They would not even have a vote on
this House floor. The few voices for re-
cruiting homosexuals, male and fe-
male, no vote in this House. They tried
to do all that in star chamber, behind
the scenes, roll us in the conference
committees.

‘‘To provide for calling forth the mi-
litia.’’ There it is. Except in emer-
gency, a hurricane or something with
Governors having their proper—I am
coming to that—control of the militia,

that is, the National Guard, but to pro-
vide for calling forth the militia, the
Reserves and the National Guard.

‘‘To execute the laws of the Union,
suppress insurrections and repel inva-
sions.’’ That is a repeating of the dec-
laration of war power of this Congress
over the President, the 16 words, that
he is the commander when the fighting
starts that we declare because you can-
not have 535 commanders.

Next. ‘‘To provide for organizing,
arming, and disciplining of the mili-
tia.’’ When you call up the Guard, we
decide what discipline they will be
under.

‘‘And for governing such part of
them’’—the Reserves—‘‘as may be em-
ployed in the service of the United
States, reserving to the States respec-
tively’’—we are a Federal system—‘‘the
appointment of the officers, and the
authority of training the militia ac-
cording to the discipline prescribed by
Congress,’’ this U.S. Congress. I wanted
it on the record. The imperial Presi-
dency, out of control once again, must
be debated finally, this delineation of
power, in the 105th Congress. We do not
have time to do it over the next 3
weeks. We have to pass 12 spending
bills, and as we just heard announced
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY], our majority leader, we are
going to roll votes on Tuesday. So
when we come back in Wednesday at
noon for voting, there goes another
week, and then we are down to a few
productive days until we adjourn on
September 27 and the majority leader
told me he intends to stick to that pre-
diction on the 27th. Now, end of the
military constitutional part of my re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I
have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). The gentleman from Califor-
nia has approximately 14 minutes.

Mr. DORNAN. That is enough to dis-
cuss this tragedy.

Mr. Speaker, I am looking at the new
Time magazine. Donald Rumsfeld, who
served 10 years in this Congress, served
well, was appointed as one of the
youngest Secretaries of Defense, I
think the youngest in the history of
our Nation, by Jerry Ford, although he
only got to serve a year in that distin-
guished post. I understand that on
Meet the Press this weekend—I was, as
I said, in Great Britain at an air base—
my wife tells me that Rumsfeld was
asked about the Richard Morris mess
and that he said, ‘‘It doesn’t matter.’’
That is what it says on the cover of
Time: The Morris Mess. He said, ‘‘It
doesn’t matter.’’ He dismissed it. Well,
I think it does matter. Here is the ar-
chitect of Clinton’s comeback based on
family values and small issues.

Clinton stood right below the Speak-
er, at that second lectern, in his State
of the Union and said clearly, the era
of big Government is over. So he had to
deal with little things. And he men-
tioned about three dozen in his accept-
ance speech at the Democratic Conven-
tion in Chicago. But we see him dealing
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with little things, mostly involving our
future children, his 1 daughter, my 3
daughters, 2 sons, and 11 grandchildren,
God willing, this December. I have got
a higher stake in this than the Clin-
tons.

And he talks about school uniforms,
which my kids wore, 5 times 8, yes, 40
years my children wore school uni-
forms, not in high school but 5 children
times 8 years of grade school, they
wore school uniforms. And police uni-
forms. How many speeches have I made
dedicated to our men and women wear-
ing blue and Khaki, who put their lives
on the line for us domestically around
this country, to the increasing violence
level and crime.

And military. And obviously when I
am having breakfast with enlisted peo-
ple and sergeants and lunches and din-
ners, which is what a lot of us do who
are on the Armed Services or Commit-
tee on National Security traveling,
when I meet with them, sometimes it
is outspoken, sometimes it is in just
half sentences or half thoughts buried
beneath the discourse. The morale in
our military is better than the morale
in our Secret Service or our FBI be-
cause they are further away, the ones I
see in the field, from some of the dis-
graces and scandals that take place in
this country.

I will bring a chart to this floor next
week showing how many of Clinton’s
associates through all of his political
career are dead, in jail, disgraced, out
of the public eye. It is astounding. I
had a Democrat who I will not mention
tell me in this aisle, just before we ad-
journed in August, that it is dangerous
to be a friend of the Clintons. You end
up either dead or in prison or indicted.
That is from a Texan, a good man.

Here is this cover and, I think it cre-
ates a problem for our teachers across
this country. Here are, I cannot call
them the Morrises, because like Hil-
lary in the first gubernational term
from 1979 through January 1981, Hillary
did not use the name Clinton, she used
her maiden name, and I guess Morris’s
wife does not use it because it is not in
the whole article for eight pages. It is
Eileen McGann. Dick Morris and wife
Eileen McGann back home in Connecti-
cut last Friday.

This is what adultery gets you, the
cover of Time magazine. He was on last
week’s Time magazine, a rather hand-
some picture of Clinton with him in a
little cutout sitting on his shoulder,
like that old Disney cartoon of the
devil and the angel, and he is sitting
there and it says ‘‘The man who has
the President’s ear,’’ and he is back on
the cover of Time.

I asked the Library of Congress, they
gave me a guesstimate, going to have
the figures for me when I get back to
my office, I guess, of how many Time
magazine covers in a 52-week calendar
period are devoted to human beings,
because we have some covers on vita-
mins, on crime, or housing, sometimes
a racehorse like Secretariat taking the
Triple Crown will hit, it will be on

Time, Newsweek, and U.S. News. But
how many people are honored or dis-
honored with a Time magazine cover?
Very few 2 weeks in a row. You have to
be a President or a Prime Minister
with a war starting to get back-to-back
covers. I think Nixon did it for un-
happy reasons, but here is Dick Morris
on the cover of Time magazine 2 weeks
in a row.

And this cover is not because of an
affair with some person that he fancied
he was in love with at work, away from
his lawyer wife Eileen McGann in Con-
necticut, not a one night stand like
some weak businessman juicing up in a
topless bar and betraying his wife. This
is a $200-an-hour call girl, hooker for 10
months on a $500-a-night Democratic
campaign donation, people who fund
the Democratic party.

My mailing list would collapse, my
donations, which is I think the best
balance of PAC money—2 or 3 percent—
to small donations, to itemized people,
that is $200 or up, I think I have got the
best balance of anybody in either party
in the House—but mine would collapse,
those small little unitemized donors, if
they thought that I was living at $500 a
night, and that is on the candidate.

This guy is a consultant and he is
eating up Democrat money, big cha-
teaubriand meals at night. The basic
rate is $440 a night at the Jefferson
Hotel up on 15th street. That is where
he is meeting with this call girl, call
woman, Reynolds, whatever this pros-
titute calls herself. She was on Hard
Copy last night, kids across America
watching this.

What does a school teacher do, Mr.
Speaker, when they have to explain to
kids that for high-powered 10-month
adultery, your wife will pose with you
on the cover of Time. And listen to her
article here. Of course she writes, ‘‘Let
he who is without sin throw the first
stone.’’

And then it is a 6-page article. ‘‘Even
if this destroys me,’’ he says. Destroys
him? He signed a book contract with
Random House today, Mr. Speaker.
How many millions will that involve,
publicly giving this scandal to the Na-
tion? She ends with these words,
McGann: ‘‘I didn’t want to question
him on the details. I thought it would
bring further hurt.’’

I do not think I believe that. I see
you smiling ear to ear. No questioning
on the details.

‘‘It was too soon,’’ she said. Oh, the
crockery flies later, after the book deal
is signed. She says, ‘‘Let he who is
without sin cast the first stone. My ad-
vice, that we just had to get past it. I
accepted Dick’s apology. Dick and I
talked about the story again that
night. He was very, very upset.’’

How was she feeling? Was her heart
seized with pain, or is this the Hillary
school, if you can reflect and bask in
the glory of the power, that you will
take these hammer blows and insults.

‘‘But he was forlorn. I thought it
would be destructive to ask about the
details and to try and find out what
was true.’’
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I am sure. As the young people would
say, yeah, sure.

‘‘On Friday, we had lunch on our lit-
tle terrace overlooking our garden.’’

Oh, how prosaic. How utterly Vic-
torian hypocrisy this all is.

‘‘There were these press creatures
lurking in the wildlife preserve behind
our house trying to take pictures.’’

Why would they do that, when you
can get a picture of them in their din-
ing room, a picture of them in their
garde, if you have the Time Magazine
contract to follow up on last week, and
the picture posed, these are the dining
room curtains, you can see if from the
little dinner scene. I guess there are no
children. How would they be dev-
astated in the Morris-McGann house-
hold if there were children?

But she said, ‘‘Our golden retriever
named after Disraeli has been follow-
ing Dick around offering him comfort.’’

Oh, the golden retriever is giving his
comfort, and she is accepting his apolo-
gies.

‘‘Tomorrow a friend is going to bring
us another puppy, which I am going to
name Bismarck, and we will call him
Bizzy.’’

I don’t understand the Bismarck con-
nection there. He went down in flames.

‘‘Maybe that will help. We are going
to try to heal. The Random House book
contract will help.’’

This is pathetic. I will ask you some-
thing you already know, Mr. Speaker:
We had an Air Force three star general
leave the command, the Southern Com-
mand, for one brief adulterous situa-
tion, and leave his beloved U.S. Air
Force in disgrace.

If this was a CEO of any corporation
in America, I think the pressure from
the stockholders would say it is all
over. It happened to DeLorean when he
was CEO of Pontiac. He lost becoming
chairman of General Motors over some-
thing far less than this. Any military
officer I know in America, it would be
the end of their career.

But what does he get? A call the next
day from the leader of the free world,
from Hillary Clinton, and from Vice
President AL GORE. I wonder if they
were trying to fend off a Vincent Fos-
ter nightmare, to make sure he was
doing okay, is why they called.

What is happening to our country,
Mr. Speaker? What is going on in the
United States of America, that we are
unable to absorb a scandal for the im-
portance that it has, and dismiss all
this stuff, as though it does not count
and it does not reflect upon the highest
office in the land.

We are in for a tough 4 years if the
Dole-Kemp team cannot catch and
close the lead and dismiss the self-serv-
ing adventure of my friend Ross Perot,
who I had always considered a patriot
for what he had done for our POW’s and
our missing men in particular.

I do not know what the next 60 or so
days are going to bring us, but if this
country is going to tolerate and glorify
this kind of scandal at the top, then
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our decline as a civilization is proceed-
ing at a faster collapsing rate than I
had ever assumed.

When I would think Richard Morris,
who claims to be a Republican, would
ponder, is what was read in the homily
and in the Gospel at Lincoln Heath Air
Force Base where I went to mass Sun-
day.

First it says in the epistle, Peter’s
letter to the Romans, do not conform
yourself to this age. Romans 12, verses
1, 2. And then the gospel, this last Sun-
day, Matthew 16, 21 to 27, whoever
would save his life in this world, will
lose it. But whoever loses his life for
My sake will find it.

This is Jesus speaking.
What profit would a man show if he

were to gain the whole world and ruin
himself in the process? Even getting a
book contract. What can a man offer in
exchange for this very self?

I like the old translation, what does
it profit a man to gain the whole world
and lose his soul?

The Son of Man will come with His
father’s glory accompanied by His an-
gels, and when He does, he will repay
each man according to his conduct.

My advice for the Morrises would be
to disappear into a retreat, a decent
obscurity; forget the lousy book con-
tract, and try and rebuild your life
again with some dignity.

For our voters across this country, I
would tell them this, and I am going to
say it over and over in the next 3 weeks
with as many special orders as I can
get: Mr. Speaker, November the 5th is
not just an IQ test for every voter in
this Nation who bothers to go to the
polls. It is a morality test. If you do
not vote for Dole and Kemp, you flunk
a morality test in this United States of
America in the year of our Lord 1996,
and you flunk the IQ test too.
f

ISSUES CONFRONTING CONGRESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address a series of issues this
afternoon. Last month we watched the
Republican Convention, and Bob Dole
called it a success. I think that conven-
tion was probably more remarkable for
what was not said than what was said.
In 4 days’ time, there was no mention
of the Contract on America; there was
no mention of the Gingrich revolution;
there was no mention of the freshman
class.

Mr. Speaker, from what I could tell,
the Speaker himself spent the conven-
tion in the witness protection program.
He was not available, he was not seen.

Four years ago the Republicans said
‘‘Read our lips.’’ Two years ago they
said ‘‘Read our contract.’’ This year
they said, ‘‘Please don’t read our pro-
gram.’’

The Republican platform was written
by the folks who put together what we

have been arguing about rather vocifer-
ously over the past, oh, I would say a
year and a half, the same folks that
put together the Medicare cutting and
the education slashing and the Medic-
aid dicing and the environmental chop-
ping program that we have been trying
to repel here in the Congress.

Now, my colleagues may not want to
talk about it, but we remember and the
American people remember, they re-
member Medicare, they remember the
Speaker saying he wants Medicare to
wither on the vine. They remember my
friend DICK ARMEY saying Medicare
was a program he would have no part
of in a free world. They remember Bob
Dole bragging about his vote against
Medicare back in 1965.

The Gingrich think tank newsletter,
which was issued, the first one I be-
lieve, volume 1 of that newsletter, had
this banner headline: ‘‘For freedom’s
sake, eliminate Social Security.’’ I will
repeat that again. Mr. GINGRICH’s own
think tank in their first, I believe it
was their first, newsletter that they
published had this headline in their
newsletter: ‘‘For freedom’s sake, elimi-
nate Social Security.’’

So you not only have an attack on
Medicare, we have an attack on Social
Security.

Now, what is so devastating about
this is that we are talking about pro-
grams that affect a portion of our pop-
ulation, a rather huge portion of our
population, that is on a fixed income. I
quite frankly did not realize how fixed
that income was until a study was re-
leased by the Department of Labor
that showed that 60 percent of the sen-
iors in this country have incomes of
$10,000 a year or less. That includes
their Social Security and any annuity
that they may have.

That is quite remarkable, when you
think that that large a segment of the
American population with that rel-
atively meager income would be the
target on two of the programs that pro-
vide the foundation for their income,
Social Security and Medicare, of our
new Republican majority.

Senior citizens will remember, Mr.
Speaker, the fact that they were ar-
rested when they came here to protest
cuts in Medicare. They were arrested in
this Capitol. Two hundred seventy bil-
lion dollar cut in Medicare, they will
remember that, in order to take that,
put it in the pot, and use it for tax
breaks that primarily went to the
wealthiest individuals and corporations
in our society.

They will remember the double pre-
miums, the raiding on nursing homes
and those regulations that were estab-
lished to get rid of the abuses in nurs-
ing homes in our society, and doing
away with that entirely in the budget
bill that my colleagues on this side of
the aisle presented to us.

I will say also that the American
people will remember the cuts in edu-
cation, the biggest cuts in the history
of this country in education. Tens of
thousands of kids, they tried to kick

off student loans. One million kids
kicked off math and reading programs;
48,000 kicked off Head Start; 23 million
kids eliminated from the DARE Pro-
gram and the Safe and Drug-Free
Schools Program. That is the program
that teaches our kids to say no to
drugs, to say no to gang violence. It
teaches them the values that are nec-
essary for them to lead a healthy and
productive life as children and as ado-
lescents.

All of these things were attacked,
and we stood up, we said no. The Presi-
dent said no and vetoed these bills. We
had the support of enough Members to
make sure that those vetoes were not
overridden. So I think the American
people are going to well remember the
rather sorry and, if I may take it a step
further, pathetic record of this Con-
gress with respect to education. The
seniors will certainly remember this
Congress, this Republican-led Congress’
efforts with regard to Medicare and
Medicaid.

And if you are interested in the envi-
ronment, which is the future, it is what
we have, what we really have borrowed,
we have no right to despoil, that we
pass on to our children and grand-
children, hopefully in the form of clean
air and clean water and unspoiled
lands, the American people are going
to remember this Congress going after
the environment. Twenty-five percent
cut to the environmental protection in
this Congress in their budget bill; ef-
forts to stop EPA enforcement and
Superfund cleanup; efforts to stop
going ahead with safe drinking water
programs.

We have drinking water problems all
over the country now. In this city it is
not recommended that you drink out of
the tap. There are places all over the
country where that is the case because
the water is not safe. The reason it is
not safe is because parasites are get-
ting into the system, parasites like
cryptosporidium that got into the
drinking water system in Milwaukee.
One hundred four people were killed be-
cause of that; 400 became seriously ill.

These problems are about us around
the country, and we need to do some-
thing to upgrade these systems. They
do not last forever. Once you build
them, there are no assurances that
that road or bridge or sewer system or
water system is going to be there. You
have to maintain it. You have to refur-
bish it. You have to replace it.

But what happened in this Repub-
lican-led Congress? They voted to slash
the funding to do those things, to stop
raw sewage dumped into our drinking
water, which is a big problem in my
own area. We have been working to
make sure that Lake St. Clair, which is
the lifeblood of the Metropolitan De-
troit Area with respect to water and
fishing and recreation and many other
things, is severely ill. We are trying to
upgrade the sewage systems in the
Metropolitan Detroit Area to make
sure that that lake survives and is used
in the productive way that it has his-
torically been used.
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But they voted to cut the sewer grant

money. I have a community in
Marysville up in my district, St. Clair
County, a huge multimillion dollar
grant, would have been slashed, done
away with, had their proposal gone
into effect. So local sewage projects
have been frozen.

Of course, we are going to remember
families because of the raid that they
allowed, the Republican Congress, on
pensions, allowed corporations to go in
and raid pension funds of employees.
That is not their money. That is the
money of the employees. They worked
for that money, they earned that
money, and they have every right to
expect when they retire that those pen-
sion dollars are going to be there for
them, not siphoned off by some cor-
porate heads to pay for expansion over-
seas, where their jobs are going to
eventually go, or pay for increased sal-
aries of their executives. Executive sal-
aries already in this country have
reached levels proportionate to the av-
erage worker salaries that are reaching
really obscene levels.

Back in the 1960’s, the average CEO’s
salary was about 12 times more than
the average worker. It steadily climbed
until today it is 187 times more than
the average worker. If you go to the
top 30 corporations in America, it is 225
times more.

And what do they want to do? They
want to get in there and take the pen-
sion money of people who have worked
and struggled to put together a life for
themselves once they retire. It is one
of the worst, inhumane, cruel things
you can do to a person and a family.
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There are people who work every day
who take a good part of that day while
they are working daydreaming about
the day that they can retire, enjoy
themselves, take a little trip with their
family, work in the yard. I do not know
about my colleagues, but I have too
often faced case work in my district
where an individual will wake up and
the company is gone and their pension
is gone with them, just vanished. Or
this example: They find a little note in
their mailbox that says, well, because
your health insurance premiums have
increased so much, we are going to de-
duct that from your pension.

So they end up with virtually no pen-
sion in order to cover the cost of their
health premiums. It goes on every day
in this country. It affects literally
thousands and thousands and thou-
sands and hundreds of thousands of
people. And this Congress wanted to
allow corporations to come in and con-
tinue the raid on workers’ pensions.

I think it is important to remember
this Congress shut down the Govern-
ment twice, shut it down. I remember
colleagues coming down on this side of
the aisle into this well before these
microphones saying, let us shut it
down, let us shut it down; not under-
standing that there are some functions
that the Government has to do: road

service, police protection, military
service, things that are important to
the functioning of the country. Yet,
they came down here and closed the
Government twice.

Of course, they tried mightily to
block the minimum wage. We brought
the minimum wage to the floor five
times to get a vote to take it up, and
we were rejected each and every time.
But do you know what? On each vote
we got a little closer to a majority.
They finally realized over there that
this is going to pass. They figured out
that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR] and his motions were eventu-
ally going to get enough votes, and
they were going to be left in the short.

So, after blocking and delaying and
ducking for over a year, they finally
brought the bill to the floor. We passed
actually a pretty good bill. I might add
that my colleagues on this side of the
aisle added some very good provisions
with respect to small business that I
think added to that bill and made it
more acceptable and workable for the
small business community. I applaud
them for that action. But it took al-
most 11⁄2 years to get that done because
they just do not understand or sense or
feel the agony of having to work for
$4.25 an hour. You cannot raise a fam-
ily on $4.25 an hour. That is less than
$8,500 a year. What happens when peo-
ple make $4.25 an hour? They end up
working two jobs, three jobs, a lot of
overtime.

When they do that, they are not
home when their kids get home from
school. They are not there to teach
them right from wrong. Father is not
there for little league or soccer prac-
tice. He is not there for dinner con-
versations. Then the whole fabric of
civil society starts to unravel and the
social pathologies, delinquencies, gang
violence, drugs, all these things get
manifested and blown up to the point
where they become serious social prob-
lems in our society.

So the minimum wage, while it may
seem simple and it may not affect a lot
of people, it affected 10 million people,
most of them adults, about 66 percent
of those adults and most of those
women with children. It was important
because it was a symbol that this Con-
gress wanted to say that, when you
work, you ought to be rewarded for
your work and that work was better
than welfare.

As we move people off welfare, we
have got to be able to pay them decent
wages so they can maintain themselves
and their families. But our colleagues
on this side of the aisle spent a good
part of the year deciding that was not
going to happen.

Of course, the Republican leadership
on this side of the aisle eventually
voted against the minimum wage alto-
gether at the end anyway. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] voted
against it, the majority leader. He said
he would fight it with every fiber of his
being and he did. He lost, but he voted
against it at the end.

I suspect we should commend him for
it, because he lived up to his word; but
it was not with his help that we were
able to provide an $1,800 increase in sal-
ary a year for these 10 million Amer-
ican workers who need it in order to
raise their families and live a decent
life. It is still too low, but we made
some efforts to increase it for the first
time in 40 years. I think those folks
who supported that ought to feel good
about that. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BOEHNER], the caucus leader, the
conference leader in the Republican
Party, he voted against it. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], their
No. 3 person, the whip voted against it.

So as we get ready to wrap up this
Congress, and we are coming very close
to that, Mr. Speaker, we probably have
a couple, 3 weeks left here. I must say
it has been quite a disappointment. But
we have been able to withstand a lot of
the onslaught by the Republican ma-
jority on the Medicare front, the Med-
icaid front, education, the environ-
ment, and some of these worker issues.
But the people will speak, as they do
every 2 years. They will have the op-
portunity to make a judgment on
whether they approve of the work of
this Congress or whether they do not
approve of the work of this Congress.

I am anxious to take this case to the
American people and to my district. I
think what we have seen in this Con-
gress is a squandering of a lot of valu-
able time to deal with the issues that
people really care about, the issues
that folks talk about around the kitch-
en table.

What do they talk about? Do they
talk about, as the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] said last night on
the House floor, proxy voting? Is that
important for the American people? He
got up here and made a little speech
last night about how proud he was of
getting rid of proxy voting. I agreed
with him, I supported that. But that is
not what people talk about.

What they talk about is pensions.
They talk about how they are going to
afford to get an education for their
kids to go to college. They talk about
whether their drinking water is safe.
They talk about what kind of job and
what protections they have on their
job. They talk about things that affect
them on a daily basis.

What they want is an opportunity to
be successful, and what we need to do
is provide them the opportunity so
they can be successful themselves, not
have to worry about that pension going
kerplooey on them after 20 or 30 years
of work. We ought to make pensions
portable, that is what we ought to be
doing instead of letting corporations
come in and raid pensions.

Mr. Speaker, we ought to make it
portable so that if you move from this
job one year to another job, you carry
your pension with you and it builds up.
It is an easy thing to do. It is not that
complicated. But that is what we ought
to be focusing on. We ought to be fo-
cusing on the opportunities for their
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children to go to college. It is expen-
sive to go to college, anywhere between
$10,000 and $15,000 a year if you are
going away. Some places it is as high
as $20,000 and $25,000. Those families
cannot afford that.

What are we doing about it? What we
ought to be doing, as the President has
suggested and we have suggested, is
providing about a $10,000 tax deduction
for these families to send their kids to
school. That would help. That is some-
thing that they could get excited
about.

And leave those student loans alone.
They are there for a reason. They
work. Education is the best investment
we can make in this country. It has
historically been so. In my lifetime it
started after the Second World War
with the GI bill. They made a huge dif-
ference in the human resource poten-
tial and capability of this country.

The National Defense Act that oc-
curred a decade or so later made a big
difference. So we put student loans
into effect so students could afford to
go to school without having to pay ex-
orbitant interest rates once they left
school. Now in this Congress an at-
tempt to roll back student loans. I
guess what irritates me about that is a
lot of the newer Members on the Re-
publican side of the aisle got through
college on student loans. PHIL GRAMM
got through school on students loans.
NEWT GINGRICH got through college on
student loans. In fact if it was not for
student loans they would not be where
they are today, which is the only good
reason from my perspective to be
against student loans. A little joke,
but nonetheless, they want to pull the
ladder up now and not let anyone else
climb it.

That is not the way I think the coun-
try ought to operate. We work best
when we pull together as a community,
each helping one another, making op-
portunities for each other, not alone,
not as rugged individualists, but work-
ing as a community. It is what really is
great about America, the sense of com-
munity, going into neighborhoods
across this country and watching all
the activities that occur.

George Bush was absolutely right.
Maybe he did not use the best phrase,
but remember when he said he was ex-
cited about this thing called 1,000
points of light. I thought it was a pret-
ty good phrase, but a lot of people
made fun of it. What he was talking
about was community. He was talking
about folks coming together at the
PTA, the little league, the ethnic
clubs, the sports groups, the folks that
work the Habitat for Humanity crowd,
all these different organizations out
there doing things, giving to the com-
munity, giving to others, being cre-
ative, the Rotary, the Lions, the reli-
gious organizations. It is really what
this is all about. It is pulling together,
people pulling together, not individuals
doing it on their own.

It takes a community today to raise
a child. It starts in the home. It starts

with the parents. Of course, they are
the core, but it takes more than that.
It takes safe streets, it takes good
schools. It takes great teachers. It
takes a lot of things to make this
work. We have got to get back to that.
We have got to get back to that.

In conclusion, let me just say, Mr.
Speaker, I hope that this next Con-
gress, whomever is in charge, and I
hope it is us, but we will find out in
about 2 months, will adopt this sense of
community and this spirit that has
brought us forward over these past 200
years in this country, because it really
is what is at the heart of America.

If we do that again, I think we will
hopefully become a more collegial body
and work together to talk about the is-
sues that are so important to the
American people, the things they talk
about at the kitchen table, at the pic-
nic table, the things that are really im-
portant to them, and get away from
this whole notion that the world re-
volves around line item vetoes or proxy
voting or unfunded mandates.

I mean, some of these things may
procedurally be important to do, but
really, it is not really where folks want
us to laser in on their problems. They
want us to focus in on the things that
they care about: their education, their
pensions, their health care, their
wages. Those are the things that mat-
ter. And their families, their families,
making sure that the family works to-
gether, stays together, operates as a
unit.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I wish you a
good evening.
f

FIGHTING CRIME TO PROTECT THE
AMERICA DREAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. CHRISTENSEN] is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
during the month of August, I had the
opportunity to spend some quality
time with my fellow Nebraskans. Dur-
ing that month I knocked on over 3,500
doors and discovered that, willing or
not, people are beginning to focus on
the elections just 61 days away now.

The November elections are going to
be very historic for, as a nation, we are
poised to get ready for the 21st cen-
tury, where we will set the course for
flagship America and where that
course will go into many uncharted wa-
ters.

This November, we are going to be
selecting a helmsman to lead our Na-
tion into the next century to steer that
Nation, to steer our Nation on a safe
and steady course. This November, we
will decide whether to elect the reform
Congress, one that I believe has accom-
plished more in over a generation than
any other Congress, or return to the
status quo of higher taxes, bigger Gov-
ernment, bloated bureaucracy, unprec-
edented arrogance that came with 40
years of one-party Democratic rule.

I heard the former speaker talk
about the fact that it takes a village to
raise a child. It does not take a village
to raise a child. It takes a parent. It
takes two parents. It takes people that
care about a child to raise that child
up right.

I think that is what this November
election is going to be about: restoring
the American dream for that child. To
each of us it means a little bit dif-
ferent. To some it means going to col-
lege. To others it might mean owning a
home. To others it might mean being
an entrepreneur and starting your own
business. It means getting married to
some and starting a family.
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As a Member of Congress I believe
that the American dream has got to be
centered around a few very core issues.
One is balancing this country’s budget
to begin to pay off he $5 trillion worth
of debt that hangs around our chil-
dren’s necks, to give them an oppor-
tunity to live in a debt-free society full
of opportunity, opportunity awaiting
them in the 21st century. Restoring the
American dream means freeing Flag-
ship America of the anchor of taxes
and regulation and letting working
families keep more of their hard-
earned money and providing better op-
portunity for them all. Restoring the
American dream means streets where
seniors can stroll safely into the night
and schools where children can learn
without fear for their life and fear
walking to school in the morning with-
out their parent beside them.

And that is what I would like to talk
with you about this evening, the vio-
lent crime and illegal drugs that are
casting a long cold shadow over the
American dream, for without safe
streets, secure schoolyards and a drug-
free future, no other element of the
American dream is possible. We must
have safe streets, secure schools, and a
freedom from the fear for us to accom-
plish that American dream. I believe
this is possible, and I believe we can
achieve it.

You know, in Nebraska we are very
fortunate. Generally we have been
spared the worst of crime. The crime
and horror stories that are played out
on the TV screens which you see in
Chicago and Los Angeles and Houston
and New York does not normally hap-
pen in Omaha, but sadly that is no
longer true. You know, I grew up in the
rural part of Nebraska. I can remember
when we left our door unlocked and the
keys in the pickup. But no longer can
you do that. In Omaha last year alone
we had 41 killings, 8 more than in 1994.
Omaha’s police arrested 20 percent
more juveniles in 1995 then they did in
1994. And that shadow, the shadow of
crime, even took one of our brave men
in blue.

You know, two studies have been
released most recently that show that
we are losing the war on drugs. The
Health and Human Services study
showed that drug abuse is climbing
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among our teens, putting them on a
crash course with history. The study
showed that drug use by our children
doubled in the last 3 years. Monthly
use of LSD and other halucinogens
leapt 183 percent from 1992 to 1995, and
54 percent in last year alone. Cocaine
shot up 166 percent; marijuana grew at
141 percent. In 1992, 1 in 20 kids dabbled
in these poisons at least once a month.
But last year 1 in 10 used these drugs
regularly, twice as many. District 66
schools, the west side schools in my
district, released a study just a couple
days ago that showed that marijuana
use is increasing at every grade level.

If we are to rebuild the American
dream, it is here where we must begin,
in our schools, in our communities,
stone by stone and brick by brick. We
must rebuild the foundation of this
great Nation to insure freedom from
fear, freedom from drugs, to achieve
the opportunity for the American
dream for everyone, and this new Con-
gress has laid down the cornerstone in
this historic fight.

This past year the Congress took on
significant steps to make our streets
safer in the quest of that American
dream. We unanimously approved the
Victim Restitution Act. The bill in-
structs courts in Federal criminal pro-
ceedings to require convicted offenders
to pay restitution to their victims. The
fact that we passed this Victim Res-
titution Act without a single dissent-
ing vote tells me that Congress has
changed and that we can work in a bi-
partisan fashion. Nowadays we all
agree that criminals should have to
pay for their misdeeds literally.

We also approved the Exclusionary
Rule Reform Act which would allow
prosecutors in Federal court to use evi-
dence gathered by law enforcement of-
ficials acting in good faith. Today
criminals are frequently acquitted on
technicalities only because the officers
investigating unknowingly stepped
over some arbitrary line. We should
never allow a typographical error on a
warrant to be used by some slick crimi-
nal defense attorney to put a vicious
criminal back on the street. I am hope-
ful that this bill can be approved by
the other body and sent to the Presi-
dent soon for his signature.

We also passed the effective Death
Penalty Act to limit the number of ap-
peals of convicted felons on death row.
Currently those on death row can file
almost unlimited appeals, tying up the
courts and using the process to escape
their sentence. We have seen that
again and again in Nebraska where vi-
cious killers like ‘‘Whack ’Em’’ Willie
Otey and John Joubert were able to
cheat justice for decades. Finally the
people won out, and they are put to
death this year.

Now that this legislation has been
signed into law, I am hopeful that jus-
tice will soon become more swift and
much more certain. We passed the Vio-
lent Criminal Incarceration Act which
provides resources to States for prison
construction and also contained truth-

in-sentencing provisions intended to
make convicted criminals serve more
of their prison terms that they are
given.

We passed the Criminal Alien Depor-
tation Improvements Act which
strengthens our ability to deal with
aliens who are convicted of serious
crimes while they are in the United
States. It is a shocking fact that our
Federal prisons now hold more than 25
percent non-U.S. citizens. Since 1980
the number of alien inmates has sky-
rocketed 600 percent. Why on earth
should our States pay hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars a year to incarcerate
foreign drug dealers?

In the House we also passed legisla-
tion that would double the penalties
for most crimes against children and
against senior citizens. This legislation
sends a simple and clear message to
criminals that if you are so cowardly
and so craven that you must prey upon
the most vulnerable Americans, then
plan on becoming a permanent resident
of cell block B.

We also passed Megan’s Law. This
important legislation requires law en-
forcement officials to notify commu-
nities and families when a convicted
sex offender is released and moves into
their neighborhood. No longer will our
families live in fear from the unknown.
It is bad enough that some convicted
sex offenders are ever released. At the
very least we should let people know
when they move into their neighbor-
hood.

Working closely with my good friend
Representative LIGHTFOOT, chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee, we
passed legislation that will place the
Integrated Ballistic Imaging System,
better known as IBIS, into the Omaha
law enforcement communities. This
will allow our law enforcement offi-
cials to ‘‘fingerprint’’ bullets used in
the commission of a crime and match
them up with the gun they came from.

This will make crime solving a whole
lot easier for those charged with the
duty of protecting us and be able to
really lock the key on those convicted
of a crime using a gun.

Finally, after a lot of hard work, we
were able to get ‘‘high drug-traffick-
ing’’ States like Nebraska earmarked
with a $5 million to help us put a plug
on the evils of drugs flowing down
Interstate 80. It is still waiting ap-
proval over in the Senate, and we are
working with Senator LOTT to try to
get that through.

But I believe that each of these meas-
ures are an important factor in fight-
ing the increased drug usage in our
country, because I believe each bill,
brick by brick, gets us closer to restor-
ing that American dream.

Besides the bills that we passed here
in the House, I introduced two bills
that I believe will bring us closer to re-
storing the American dream and bring-
ing safety to our streets and secure
schools. One was my prison reform bill.
On this issue I have to admit I have got
some critics. Some people have said

that prisoners are overcrowded. Some
people have said that prisons are un-
comfortable. Some people have even
told me that prisoners are denied ac-
cess to recreation.

To my critics I say:
So what? For too long, liberal judges,

and slick criminal defense attorneys
and misguided policies have turned our
prisons into playhouses. To fix that, I
sponsored legislation that makes it
clear once and for all that our prisons
are not country clubs.

First, my legislation would require
prisoners to work 48 hours each week.
If both parents in middle-class families
are forced to work just to make ends
meet, at the very least we should de-
mand that those who have broken our
laws and terrorized our families should
put in an honest day’s work as well.

Second, the Christensen bill requires
Federal prisoners to study at least 12
hours per week.

Part of the role of the prison is to
prepare convicted criminals to reenter
society. It is not their choice whether
to spend that time playing cards or
getting their GED. It is our choice.

Third, my bill prohibits the use of
weight lifting equipment in Federal
prisons by Federal prisoners. Why
should taxpayers be forced to pay for
criminals to become stronger and more
deadly so that they can prey upon our
families once they reenter society? Our
prisons are not for recreation, they are
for incarceration.

Fourth, the Christensen bill would
ban the use of televisions in Federal
prisons, with a narrow exception for
educational purposes. So long as just
one Nebraska family cannot afford the
luxury of cable television, then not one
Federal prisoner should have it either.

It is time we quit treating our Fed-
eral prisons like Holiday Inns. Finally,
the Christensen bill seeks to end frivo-
lous prison litigation. Inmates right
here in Nebraska, in my district, have
claimed violations and have used tax-
payer dollars to fight their claims in
court for not having meals of their
choice, complaining about soggy toast
and cold hamburgers, cruel and un-
usual punishment because Nebraska
taxpayers would not pay for a nose job.
Even a right to child pornography in
prison, despite the fact that the inmate
was serving a sentence for first degree
sexual assault on a child and manufac-
turing child pornography. Try finding
those rights in the Constitution! But
some slick criminal defense attorney
probably would make that claim. The
bottom line is that these lawsuits are
nuts, and they must stop, and they
will.

The second piece of legislation that I
sponsored makes it clear that the prob-
lem with guns in our society is not the
guns but the felons who use them for a
criminal purpose. I call my bill the
Hard Time for Gun Crimes Act. This
bill would dramatically increase the
penalties for possessing, brandishing,
and discharging a firearm during the
commission of a Federal felony.
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For instance under my bill if you fire

a gun during the commission of a Fed-
eral crime, if it is the first offense you
will get 30 extra years in jail. If it is
the second offense, you will get a mini-
mum of 50, 50 extra years in jail.

The key message is that we have had
it with gun related violence. Americans
have zero tolerance for gun crime so
our justice system should as well too. I
think we should keep those who would
misuse guns in jail and not let them
walk the streets as they have done in
the past. No more slick criminal de-
fense attorneys pushing criminals to
freedom through legal loopholes, no
more soft sentences before the judge,
no more legal gymnastics setting
criminals free after a fraction of their
allotted time in jail. My bill sends a
very clear message:

If you want to use a gun to commit a
felony, plan on spending the next few
decades behind bars, no exceptions.

b 1730

I believe that the new Congress has
brought about true change. We have
worked hard to balance the budget for
the first time in a generation, just as
we said we would. We worked hard to
reduce the burden of big government
on hardworking Americans and job-cre-
ating businesses, just as we said we
would.

As I have laid out here today, we
have worked very, very hard to make
our streets safe and our schools more
secure, just as we said we would. We
are doing it so we can restore the
American dream for every child, for
every family, for a brighter and safer
21st century, because I believe to-
gether, in a bipartisan fashion, that
this Congress has had a number of suc-
cesses, and that together, and in future
Congress, we can continue to build a
future for that child, and that child
than can be raised by his own parents,
not the village, but by his family, for a
bright and safe 21st century.
f

REPORT FROM INDIANA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MCINTOSH] is recognized for 5 min-
utes

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to give my report from Indiana.
Each weekend my wife Ruthie and I
travel across the State of Indiana, and
often we meet good people who are tak-
ing responsibility for making our com-
munities a better place to live. In my
book, these people are Hoosier heroes,
Hoosier heroes because they work and
sacrifice to make a difference.

Today I would like to recognize many
of those individuals involved with the
Lincoln Central Neighborhood Family
Center in Columbus, IN, as Hoosier he-
roes. There are 5,000 people who live in
this neighborhood, one of the older
parts of Columbus. The families who
live in the Lincoln Central neighbor-
hood may be considered poor in finan-

cial terms. There are 40 percent of
them who are under the poverty line.
Eighty percent of the children from
that neighborhood are on free or re-
duced lunches. But I want to submit,
Mr. Speaker, that they are rich in spir-
itual materials, because citizens from
around the city came together to form
a community group to help rebuild, to
clean, and to make Lincoln Central a
better place to live.

They are people like Hutch
Schumaker, a local businessman and
community leader, who donated his
time to make sure that the planning
was in place and the community was
behind the effort to improve Lincoln
Central neighborhood; people like
Randy Allman, who is the coordinator
of the Lincoln Central neighborhood
group, who is responsible for conver-
sion of the armory into single apart-
ments for senior citizens; and Kate
Garvey, who is a local resident. She
has been very active in the planning
committee, making sure people from
the community are involved in this ef-
fort.

Then there is Diane Doup, who is the
activities coordinator. She is respon-
sible for allowing folks to come in and
tour. She took me and then later
Ruthie on a tour of the neighborhood
so we could witness firsthand the re-
markable efforts of the citizens of this
neighborhood, taking charge of their
own lives to build a better future.

Citizens in the Lincoln Central
neighborhood come from one of the
poorest areas in the inner city of Co-
lumbus, but by joining together to im-
prove, strengthen, and secure a better
way of life, their mission is very sim-
ple. I want to quote to you today, Mr.
Speaker, from their mission statement:

To create a safe and caring neighborhood
where individuals are treated with respect
and live in harmony in their community.

It first started in 1994, when hundreds
of volunteers from around Bartholo-
mew County, including local churches,
businesses, and other groups, joined
with the 5,000 neighborhood members
in Lincoln Central neighborhood to
work together. Along with some of the
local service agencies, they took
charge in a resolve to meet the needs of
their community.

When I was there I toured around the
neighborhood in August and I happened
to see some of their projects. I was
greeted by proud residents who were
eager to show me how they were im-
proving their neighborhood. They
began by buying up some of the old
houses, getting them purchased so they
could resell them to families who need-
ed them. Now those houses have been
fixed up and painted up and are some of
the best-looking houses on the block.
These families have been allowed to
move in and they have a better hope
for the future.

The neighbors have come together
and they bought up one house next to
an old play lot and have torn it down,
and are converting the entire area into
a new playground for the kids of Lin-

coln Central neighborhood. I saw many
dilapidated old homes that they have
targeted for refurbishment and re-
newal, so those who are less fortunate
will have a better place to live.

What is so remarkable is one of the
comments I heard from Jerry Combest,
a resident. He told me, as an organiza-
tion, we are looking for a hand up, not
a handout. We want to help make our
lives better for ourselves. That comes
through in the spirit from the members
of the Lincoln Central neighborhood.
They are not sitting back and asking
somebody else to take charge of their
lives and their neighborhood. They
want to take responsibility and fix up
their own neighborhood. These good
people are leading the way as examples
in Columbus, IN. I am proud of their
good work.

I want to say that everybody in-
volved with the Lincoln Central neigh-
borhood has earned the title of Hoosier
hero.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today through
Tuesday, September 10, on account of
official business.

Mr. GEREN of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today, on account
of personal business.

Mr. SANFORD (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of as-
sessing the effects of Hurricane Fran
on his district.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today, on
account of illness.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. VOLKMER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BONIOR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. VOLKMER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PORTER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MCINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PORTER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes, today.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. VOLKMER) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. CLAY.
Mr. LANTOS.
Mrs. KENNELLY.
Mr. SANDERS.
Mr. VENTO.
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mr. COYNE.
Ms. DELAURO.
Ms. WOOLSEY.
Mr. MURTHA.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PORTER) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. FIELDS of Texas.
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska.
Mr. TORKILDSEN.
Mr. MYERS of Indiana.
Mr. FLANAGAN.
Mr. MARTINI.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MCINTOSH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. DINGELL.
Mr. GILLMOR.
Mr. SAXTON.
Mr. CRANE.
Mr. PASTOR.
Mr. GOODLING.
Mrs. LINCOLN.
Mr. MINGE.
Mr. MYERS of Indiana.
Mr. DIXON.
Mr. REED.
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
Mr. EVERETT.
Mr. THOMPSON.
Mr. CONYERS.
Mr. TOWNS.
Mr. KING.
Mr. POSHARD.
Mr. MCINTOSH.
f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 740. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the United States Court of Federal Claims
with respect to land claims of Pueblo of
Isleta Indian Tribe;

H.R. 3269. An act to amend the Impact Aid
program to provide for a hold-harmless with
respect to amounts for payments relating to
the Federal acquisition of real property, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 3517. An act making appropriations
for military construction, family housing,
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R. 3754. An act making appropriations
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 3845. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-

trict for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 35 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Sep-
tember 9, 1996, at 12 noon.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4809. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Streamlining the Public Housing De-
velopment Regulations (FR–3569) received
August 9, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4810. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Community Development Block Grant
Program for Indian Tribes and Alaska Native
Villages (FR–2880) received August 27, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

4811. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Congregate Housing Services Program
Streamlining (FR–4033) received August 27,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

4812. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Streamlining of the Nehemiah Housing
Opportunity Grants Program (FR 4090) re-
ceived August 27, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4813. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Technical Amendment to the Section 8
Certificate and Voucher Conforming Rule
(FR 4119) received August 27, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

4814. A letter from the Assistant Chief
Counsel, Office of Thrift Supervision, trans-
mitting the Office’s final rule—Loans in
Areas Having Special Flood Hazards [No. 96–
82] (RIN: 1550–AA82) received September 3,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

4815. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Thrift Depositor Protection Over-
sight Board, transmitting the joint annual
report of the Thrift Depositor Protection
Oversight Board and the Resolution Trust
Corporation for the calendar year 1995, pur-
suant to Public Law 101–73, section 501(a) (103
Stat. 387); to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

4816. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Education, transmitting
Final Regulations—Indian Fellowship and
Professional Development Programs, pursu-
ant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f); to the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportunities.

4817. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Occupational Safety and Health, Depart-

ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Scaffolds Used in the Con-
struction Industry (RIN: 1218–AA40) received
August 28, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities.

4818. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans, Tennessee; Approval of Revisions
to Permit Requirements, Definitions and Ad-
ministrative Requirements [TN–146–2–9608a;
FRL–5554–6] received September 4, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

4819. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Final
Regulations for Revisions to the Federal
Test Procedure for Emissions from Motor
Vehicles [FRL–5558–3] (RIN: 2060–AE27) re-
ceived August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4820. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of Kansas [FRL–5556–8] received Au-
gust 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4821. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
Washington and Oregon [FRL–5601–6] re-
ceived August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4822. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of New York [FRL–5556–2] received Au-
gust 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4823. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
Maryland 1990 Base Year Emission Inventory
[FRL–5603–1] received August 29, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

4824. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Interim Approval of Operating Permits Pro-
gram; South Coast Air Quality Management
District, California [FRL–5559–1] received
August 23, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4825. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Modification of
Secondary Treatment Requirements for Dis-
charges into Marine Waters [FRL–5601–2] re-
ceived August 23, 1996, purusuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4826. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Promulgation
of Reid Vapor Pressure Standard; Michigan
[FRL–5542–1] received August 23, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

4827. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
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Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Des-
ignation of Areas for Air Quality Planning
Purposes; Wyoming; Corrections [FRL–5560–
4] received September 3, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4828. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Commonwealth of Virginia—1990
Base Year Emission Inventory [FRL–5603–3]
received September 4, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4829. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Commonwealth of Virginia—1990
Base Year Emission Inventory [FRL–5603–5]
received September 4, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4830. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Lead; Require-
ments for Lead-Based Paint Activities in
Target Housing and Child-Occupied Facili-
ties [FRL–5389–9] received September 3, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

4831. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Control of Air
Pollution From New Motor Vehicles and New
Motor Vehicle Engines: Regulations Requir-
ing On-Board Diagnostic (OBD) Systems—
Acceptance of Revised California OBD II Re-
quirements [FRL–5602–3] received August 27,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4832. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollu-
tion District [FRL–5557–2] received August
23, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4833. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments. FM Broadcast Stations
(Hawesville, Kentucky and Tell City, Indi-
ana) [MM Docket No. 94–156] received Sep-
tember 4, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4834. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Regulations
Restricting the Sale and Distribution of
Cigarettes and Smokeless Tobacco to Pro-
tect Children and Adolescents [Docket No.
95N–0253] (RIN: 0910–AA48) received August
27, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4835. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s ‘‘Major’’ final
rule—Order Execution Obligations [Release
No. 34–37619] (RIN: 3235–AG66) received Au-
gust 30, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4836. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification of a cooperative Synthetic The-
ater of War [STOW] Project Arrangement
[PA] with the United Kingdom (Transmittal
No. 18–96), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to
the Committee on International Relations.

4837. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance [LOA] to Korea for defense
articles and services (Transmittal No. 96–61),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

4838. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance [LOA] to Saudi Arabia for
defense articles and services (Transmittal
No. 96–67), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to
the Committee on International Relations.

4839. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to the Taipei Economic
and Cultural Representative Office [TECRO]
in the United States for defense articles and
services (Transmittal No. 96–68), pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

4840. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance [LOA] to Singapore for de-
fense articles and services (Transmittal No.
96–62), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the
Committee on International Relations.

4841. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to Saudi Arabia for de-
fense articles and services (Transmittal No.
96–60), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the
Committee on International Relations.

4842. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to Egypt for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 96–69),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

4843. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to Egypt for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 96–66),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

4844. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the status of efforts to obtain Iraq’s com-
pliance with the resolutions adopted by the
U.N. Security Council, pursuant to Public
Law 102–1, section 3 (105 Stat. 4) (H. Doc. No.
104–259); to the Committee on International
Relations and ordered to be printed.

4845. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s major final rule—Migratory Bird
Hunting; Final Frameworks for Early-Sea-
son Migratory Bird Hunting Regulations
(RIN: 1018–AD69) received September 3, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4846. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Certification and Funding of State and
Local Fair Housing Enforcement Agencies
(FR 3322) received August 27, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

4847. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Revision of HUD’s Fair Housing Com-
plaint Processing (FR 4031) received August

27, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

4848. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Army for Civil Works, Department of
the Army, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Pamlico Sound and Adjacent Wa-
ters, North Carolina, Danger Zones, Alli-
gator Bayou off St. Andrew Bay, Florida, and
Suisan Bay, West of Carquinez Straits at the
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, California,
Restricted Areas (13 CFR Part 334) received
September 3, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4849. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Protective
Breathing Equipment (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 27219; Amendment
No. 121–261] (RIN: 2120–AD74) received August
26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4850. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A300 B2 and B4 Se-
ries Airplanes, Excluding Model A300–600 Se-
ries Airplanes (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) [Docket No. 95–NM–263–AD; Amend-
ment No. 39–9724; AD 96–17–14] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4851. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Beech (Raytheon) Model BAE 125
Series 1000A and Model Hawker 1000 Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 95–NM–166–AD; Amendment No.
39–9723; AD 96–17–13] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4852. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Lockheed Model 382, 382B, 382E,
382F, and 382G Series Airplanes [Docket No.
95–NM–10–AD] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Au-
gust 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4853. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Jetstream Aircraft Limited
HP137 Mk1, Jetstream Series 200, and Jet-
stream Models 3101 and 3201 Airplanes (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Docket No.
95–CE–94–AD; Amendment No. 39–9722; AD 96–
17–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received August 26,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4854. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Saab Model SAAB SF340A and
SAAB 340B Series Airplanes (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 96–NM–181–
AD] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received August 26,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4855. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 767 Series Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 95–NM–124–AD] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4856. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
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Regulation: Provincetown Harbor Swim for
Life, Provincetown, MA (U.S. Coast Guard)
[CGD01–95–169] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received Au-
gust 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4857. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—New York
Super Boat Race, New York (U.S. Coast
Guard) [CGD01–96–072] (RIN: 2121–AA97) re-
ceived August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4858. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—MTV Music
Awards Fireworks Display, East River, New
York (U.S. Coast Guard) [CDG01–96–100]
(RIN: 2115–AA97) received August 29, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4859. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations: Mississippi Blawkhawks Water
Ski Show Upper Mississippi River Mile 633.0–
634.0 McGregor, IA (U.S. Coast Guard)
[CGD08–96–039] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received Au-
gust 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
301(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4860. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Vessel Traffic
Service New York Area (U.S. Coast Guard)
[CGD 92–052] (RIN: 2115–AE36) received Au-
gust 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4861. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standards; Lamps, Reflective
Devices and Associated Equipment (National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration)
[Docket No. 95–87; Notice 2] (RIN: 2127–AF78)
received August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4862. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Civil Penalties:
Streamlined Enforcement Procedures for
Certain Security Violations (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 27873;
Amdt. No. 13–26] (RIN: 2120–AF36) received
August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4863. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pratt & Whitney JT8D–200 Series
Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 96–ANE–19;
Amendment 39–XXXX; AD 96–15–06] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received August 29, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4864. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Textron Lycoming Model TIO–
540–S1AD Reciprocating Engines (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 91–
ANE–29; Amendment 39–9470; AD 91–21–01 R1]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4865. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc.-
Manufactured Model AH–1, HH–1K, TH–1F,
TH–1L, UH–1A, UH–1B, UH–1E, UH–1F, UH–
1H, UH–1L, and UH–1P Helicopters (Federal

Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 96–
SW–11–AD; Amendment 39–9741; AD 96–12–26]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4866. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc.
Model 204B Helicopters (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 96–SW–07–AD;
Amendment 39–9739; AD96–12–25] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4867. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, A Divi-
sion of Textron Canada Ltd. Model 222, 222B,
222U, and 230 Helicopters (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 96–SW–08–AD;
Amendment 39–9740; AD 96–18–15] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4868. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pilatus Britten-Norman Ltd.
(formerly Britten-Norman) BN–2A and BN2A
MK. 111 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 96–CE–16–AD;
Amendment 39–9748; AD 96–18–21] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4869. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Smithfield, NC (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96–ASO–11] received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4870. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Tampa, FL (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Airspace Docket No.
96–ASO–12] received September 5, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4871. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Rochester, MN (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96–AGL–1] received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4872. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Learjet Model 60 Airplanes (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Docket No.
95–NM–240–AD; Amendment 39–9725; AD 96–
18–01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4873. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; American Champion Aircraft
Corporation Models 8KCAB, 8GCBC, 7GCBC,
7ECA, 7GCAA, and 7KCAB Airplanes (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 96–
CE–36–AD; Amendment 39–9726; AD 96–18–02]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4874. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting

the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, A Divi-
sion of Textron Canada Ltd. Model 206L,
206L–1, and 206L–3 Helicopters (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 95–SW–13–
AD; Amendment 39–9729; AD 96–18–05] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4875. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 737–300, –400, and
–500 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 95–NM–138–AD;
Amendment 39–9728; AD 96–18–04] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4876. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Saab Model SAAB SF340A and
SAAB 340B Series Airplanes (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 95–NM–243–
AD; Amendment 39–9727; AD 96–18–03] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4877. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A320–111, –211, and
–231 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 95–NM–249–AD;
Amendment 39–9730; AD 96–18–06] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4878. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC–10–
10 and –15 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 95–NM–204–AD;
Amendment 39–9735; AD 96–18–11] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4879. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28666; Amdt. No. 1749]
(RIN: 2120–AA65) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4880. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28667; Amdt. No. 1750]
(RIN: 2120–AA65) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4881. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28665; Amdt. No. 1748]
(RIN: 2120–AA65) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4882. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bellanca, Incorporated Models
17–30, 17–30A, 17–31, 17–31A, 17–31TC, and 17–
31ATC Airplanes (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 95–CE–54–AD; Amend-
ment 39–9731; AD 96–18–07] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received September 5, 1996, pursuant to 5
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4883. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Beech (Raytheon) Model BAe 125–
800A and –1000A, and Model Hawker 800 and
1000 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 95–NM–165–AD;
Amendment 39–9733; AD 96–18–09] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4884. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A300–600 and A310
Series Airplanes Equipped With General
Electric Model CF6–80 Engines (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 95–
NM–175–AD; Amendment 39–9734; AD 96–18–10]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4885. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A320 Series Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 95–NM–237–AD; Amendment 39–
9736; AD 96–18–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
September 5, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4886. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Elimination of
Regulations Concerning the Public Lands
Highways Discretionary Funds Program
(Federal Highway Administration) [FHWA
Docket No. 95–28] (RIN: 2125–AD69) received
August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4887. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Motor Vehicle
Content Labeling (National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration) [Docket No. 92–64;
Notice 9] (RIN: 2127–AG46) received August
29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4888. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Examination of Re-
turns and Claims for Refund, Credit, or
Abatement; Determination of Correct Tax
Liability (Revenue Procedure RP–242645–96)
received September 3, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4889. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
concerning his actions in response to the ITC
safeguards investigation of broom corn
brooms, pursuant to section 203(b)(1) of the
Trade Act of 1974; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

4890. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Medicare Program;
Changes to the Hospital Inpatient Prospec-
tive Payment Systems and Fiscal Year 1997
Rates (RIN: 0938–AH34) received August 29,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

4891. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report on proliferation of
missiles and essential components of nu-
clear, biological, and chemical weapons, pur-
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2751 note; jointly, to the
Committees on National Security and Inter-
national Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GOODLING: Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities. H.R. 3863. A
bill to amend the Higher Education Act of
1965 to permit lenders under the unsubsidized
Federal Family Education Loan program to
pay origination fees on behalf of borrowers;
with amendments (Rept. 104–775). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. GOODLING: Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities. House Reso-
lution 470. Resolution expressing the sense of
the Congress that the Department of Edu-
cation should play a more active role in
monitoring and enforcing compliance with
the provisions of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 related to campus crime (Rept. 104–
776). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 3640. A bill to provide for the
settlement of issues and claims related to
the trust lands of the Torres-Martinez Desert
Cahuilla Indians, and for other purposes;
with an amendment (Rept. 104–777). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BASS:
H.R. 4026. A bill to assist the State of New

Hampshire in examining the historical sig-
nificance of the Berlin, NH, area; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey:
H.R. 4027. A bill to amend the Food Stamp

Act of 1977 to forbid recipients of food stamp
benefits to resell, or to barter, food acquired
with such benefits; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

By Mr. LATOURETTE (for himself and
Mr. DINGELL):

H.R. 4028. A bill to amend the Great Lakes
Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 1990 to
provide for implementation of recommenda-
tions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
contained in the Great Lakes Fishery Res-
toration Study Report; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. NADLER:
H.R. 4029. A bill to improve aviation secu-

rity by requiring air carriers to install cer-
tain explosive detection equipment at air-
ports and to use explosive resistant cargo
containers on aircraft, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself and Mr.
TORRICELLI):

H.R. 4030. A bill to terminate ocean dump-
ing at the Mud Dump Site and other sites
within the New York Bight Apex off of the
coast of New Jersey; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. RIGGS:
H.R. 4031. A bill to provide that the provi-

sion of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
on the accounting of tips in determining the
wage of tipped employees shall preempt any
State or local provision precluding a tip
credit or requiring a tip credit less than the
tip credit provided under such act; to the
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities.

By Mr. RIGGS:
H.R. 4032. A bill to promote balance be-

tween natural resources, economic develop-

ment, and job retention in northwest Califor-
nia, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Resources, and in addition to the
Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SANDERS:
H.R. 4033. A bill to amend chapter 35 of

title 44, United States Code, popularly
known as the Paperwork Reduction Act, to
ensure that Federal agencies give priority to
reducing paperwork burdens on small busi-
nesses having 50 or fewer employees; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, and in addition to the Committee
on Small Business, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey):

H.R. 4034. A bill to terminate ocean dump-
ing at the Mud Dump Site off the coast of
New Jersey; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. OBEY, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr.
KLUG, Mr. PETRI, Mr. ROTH, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota, Mr. SABO, and Mr.
MINGE):

H.R. 4035. A bill to rescind the consent of
Congress to the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self and Mr. GILMAN):

H.R. 4036. A bill to strengthen the protec-
tion of internationally recognized human
rights; to the Committee on International
Relations, and in addition to the Committee
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. KENNEDY of Massachu-
setts, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. MILLER
of California, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA):

H.R. 4037. A bill to impose certain sanc-
tions on countries that do not prohibit child
labor; to the Committee on International Re-
lations, and in addition to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BARR:
H.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution proposing an

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to provide that no person born in
the United States will be a U.S. citizen on
account of birth in the United States unless
both parents are either U.S. citizens or
aliens lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence at the time of the birth; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 28: Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 103: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas and Mr. CUMMINGS.
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H.R. 777: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana.
H.R. 778: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana.
H.R. 809: Mr. LUCAS.
H.R. 858: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. BRYANT of Ten-

nessee, Mr. METCALF, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr.
GORDON.

H.R. 942: Ms. NORTON, Mr. OLVER, and Mr.
TORKILDSEN.

H.R. 1073: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 1074: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 1229: Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 1402: Mr. RAHALL.
H.R. 1416: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.
H.R. 1863: Mr. CUMMINGS.
H.R. 2006: Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 2190: Mr. EDWARDS.
H.R. 2270: Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 2416: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. PAYNE of

New Jersey, and Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 2470: Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 2489: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr.

DELAY, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. FROST,
Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 2508: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. COLLINS of
Georgia, Ms. RIVERS, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 2548: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.
H.R. 2582: Ms. NORTON
H.R. 2651: Mr. LUCAS and Mrs. VUCANOVICH.
H.R. 2727: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 2749: Mr. SKEEN.
H.R. 2807: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. ROMERO-

BARCELÓ, and Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 2834: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 2892: Mr. DURBIN and Mr. MOAKLEY.
H.R. 2951: Mrs. MORELLA.
H.R. 2976: Mr. CRAMER, Mrs. MALONEY, and

Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 2994: Mr. BOEHLERT.
H.R. 3000: Mr. LUCAS.

H.R. 3151: Mr. REED.
H.R. 3153: Mr. PETERSON of Florida.
H.R. 2182: Mr. HORN.
H.R. 3226: Mr. BALDACCI and Mr. HOBSON.
H.R. 3307: Mr. PICKETT.
H.R. 3337: Ms. HARMAN.
H.R. 3477: Ms. FURSE, Mr. ROMERO-

BARCELO, and Mr. THOMPSON.
H.R. 3482: Ms. NORTON and Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 3504: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BAKER of

Louisiana, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. FLANA-
GAN, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 3636: Mr. HUTCHINSON.
H.R. 3645: Mr. MANTON, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.

OBEY, and Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 3648: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 3688: Mr. GEJDENSON.
H.R. 3733: Mr. DELLUMS.
H.R. 3752: Mr. POMBO, Mr. WELDON of Flor-

ida, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, and Mr.
DUNCAN.

H.R. 3775: Mr. KLUG.
H.R. 3799: Mr. EWING, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.

SKELTON, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. MCINTOSH,
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. LEACH.

H.R. 3803: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, Mr. DAVIS,
Ms. NORTON, and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 3836: Mr. FOX.
H.R. 3837: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FROST, Mrs.

THURMAN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. TORRES, Mr. FLAKE, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 3849: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. MCKEON, and
Mr. DORNAN.

H.R. 3853: Mr. GORDON and Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 3863: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. MASCARA,

Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr.
UPTON.

H.R. 3889: Mr. BONO, Mr. CALVERT, Mrs.
SEASTRAND, Mr. BAKER of California, Mr.
MOORHEAD, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. PACKARD, and
Mr. POMBO.

H.R. 3905: Mr. BLUTE, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 3923: Mr. RAHALL, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. WELLER, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
FRISA, and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 3927: Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. BROWN of Califor-
nia, Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
FRAZER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. GILMAN, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, and Mrs. SCHROEDER.

H.R. 3939: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 3952: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
H.R. 3966: Mr. NEY, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.

HILLEARY, Mr. DINGELL, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 4006: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. PETRI, and
Mr. LUCAS.

H.J. Res. 97: Ms. KAPTUR.
H.J. Res. 127: Mr. ROGERS.
H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. CALVERT.
H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H. Con. Res. 51: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr.

STUMP.
H. Con. Res. 145: Mr. FOX.
H. Con. Res. 195: Ms. FURSE, Mrs. THURMAN,

Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SABO, Mr.
DEFAZIO, and Mr. MANTON.

H. Con. Res. 200: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H. Res. 449: Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. JOHNSTON of
Florida, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H. Con. Res. 470: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr.
BAKER of Louisiana.
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